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SUMMARY
= —
- Background
EN
(. Efficient and effective selection of recruiters is one of the most
Ol
:ﬁ: challenging tasks confronting the military services in the All Recruited Force
o
¢;: era. As a declining youth population decreases the pool of potential recruits,
)
o o recruiting is expected to become more difficult. Appropriate recruiter selection
» e
-3 . . . .
$:} procedures can increase the likelihood that authorized strength levels will be
N
&'{ met in a cost-effective manner.
. The US Army Recruiting Command (USAREC) became responsible for recruiting
o
e |
:}: for the US Army Reserve (USAR) in 1979 and in 1986 had nearly 1,800 Reserve
A
::: recruiters. Unlike its Active Army counterpart, the USAR is a geographically
. limited entity and must structure its recruiting efforts in local markets to meet
RN
_j: the diverse personnel requirements of a large number of geographically dispersed
5% |
SN Reserve units.
v
' - Past research indicates that two categories of factors have been identified
P
j:}j for their utility in predicting successful recruiter performance. One category
R ™ »
A
“:? includes biographical and personal history characteristics which are available in

\o/

gl

standard military personnel files while the second group of factors is comprised

.
{ U I R
o B
sl e .
v Ny

.
[
’

of measures of behavioral and personality traits. Neither set of measures have

o proved satisfactory in predicting recruiter success.
> Purpose
A
Aot
o . . . . .
«’? The purpose of this study is to evaluate existing literature and data on
e
AR
."' . - . 3 « « . .
p recruiter performance and characteristics, to identify attributes associated with
L . . . .
e successful recruiters, and to develop a model to aid in the selection of
'hﬁ\
- ersonnel who are most likely to become successful recruiters.
Y
Nl L . o . ,
‘; Traditional methods for identifying the personnel characteristics which are
-8
-
.r\,:
:,\' ii
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~‘
52 associated with recruiter success rely on the existence of reliable and valid
E; measures of both the relevant personal attributes and of recruiter performance.
(\ Previous studies of recruiter productivity have suffered from an inability to
.;§ control for differences in local market factors. The "criterion” problem, or the
EE lack of a yardstick that objectively measures recruiter productivity has
;; prohibited successful application of conventional mnultivariate statistical
“~
EE techniques to the problem of identifying the relative importance of factors
fQ affecting recruiter success.
- Method
i:i This study applies a relatively new methodology, expert systems, to the
:f§ recruiter selection problem. This technology, a branch of artificial
:\ intelligence, has proved particularly useful in dealing with problems involving
’;;é subjective judgment. Recruiter selection presents just such a decision problem. r
"
:3 An appropriate expert systems shell can be used to develop a multiattributc
{32 utility model for evaluating recruiter candidates.
Eﬁ; The expert systems approach addresses two major shortcomings of traditional
o,

analysis: the difficulty of specifying the relative importance of recruiter

5

attributes, and the reliance on an objectively measured criterion for rcecruiter

e

«*e*

s .
)

. success.
-\:_-

- Expert systems were developed for 6 Active Guard and Reserve (AGR) Army
@

:E recruiters and for 10 Regular Army (RA) recruiters. In addition, composite
o

}} models were constructed for Reserve and Active recruiters. The validity of these
N .

7 systems was cvaluated by the expert systems program itself. All of the systenms
9.
3; developed for recruiters showed high marks for all of the internal  tests of
\'-
. validity. Twenty hypothetical recruiter applicants were then screened by each of
~

Y the expert systems and a fairly consistent pattern of selection and rejection
-
()" «
0 :..'4' 1t1
A ‘-I
L}
2

y

®

o

o
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>
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N
@~
-
L \- -
‘\f emerged.
i':f Results
{ The characteristics of a successful recruiter may be inferred from the
1
;:f; weights assigned to individual attributes within the dimensions identified by the
¢ LA
:;& expert systems. Recruiter attributes were grouped into six dimensions:
t;? Communication Skills, Personality Characteristics, Behavior characteristics,
Qf{ Military background, Demographic Characteristics, and Specific Experience. This
SRS
N
5*?2 hierarchy of attributes is based on the findings of previous studies and also
upon the opinions of experts 1in the recruiting field. It includes both the
i
f:f biodemographic factors and the personality/behavior traits identified by earlier
'i::
b researchers.
. On the whole, Reserve recruiters judged Communication Skills, Demographic
:}? Characteristics, and Personality Characteristics to be the most important
:k: dimensions for successful recruiting, while Active recruiters felt that
4
\\. Communication Skills, Personality Characteristics, and Behavior Characteristics
O
s were most important.
;t} Reserve recruiter—-experts saw a potentially successful candidate as an
2
12 individual who is intelligent, persuasive, self-motivated, high-ranking for his
-"- ’
o0 . . .
Pf; or her length-of-service, and who has some sales experience. Active recruiters
"
e
'axl have a similar ideal candidate who possesses public speaking experience rather
®
‘e than sales experience and has many yoacs of service (Active Duty) rather than
N
__J
*tj high rank, but with otherwise identical characteristics. A major benefit of an
054
if expert systems approach is that the derived models give a role to every altribute
9.
‘,ﬁ within an extensive hierarchy of attributes and develop an internally consistent
v
"~
.ﬁﬁ selection tool reflecting all of the characteristics.
W
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Recommendat ions

The application of expert systems technology to problems of personnel
selection 1is in the very early stages of development. The artificial
intelligence field itself is rapidly advancing and promises to provide solutions
to many difficult questions. Currently, however, there are severe limitations to
the usefulness of these methods in solving so complex a problem as recruiter
selection. The model developed here does succeed, to a great extent, 1in
ass1¢gning weights to personal attributes in an objective manner within the
context of an unsre~ified criterion for recruiter success. [t does not, however,
simulate the intricate processes of human reasoning which are involved in the
selection of essential personnel by a large organization.

There are several important areas for future work. One is the construction
of expert systems shells which better suit the specific decision problem and a
tailoring of the knowledge acquisition aspect of the programs to suit Lhe
recruiter experts. A second area for further work is the measurement of
personality and behavior traits for recruiter candidates so that these values can
be used 1n testing expert systems models. A third task is the continuation of
research into the characteristics associated with recruiter success. The
hierarchies which provide the basic structure for the expert systems model must

come from knowledge of the dynamics of the recruiting process.
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SN L. INTRODUCTION
AN
NN
\33 A. Purpose
( Recruiter selection is one of the most challenging tasks confronting the
N
T
,{:J military services in the All Volunteer Force era. Recruiting 1is expected Lo
{ f} become more difficult as a declining youth population decreases the pool of
‘}. potential recruits. The services not only compete with each other but will
"
1l
:*GQ continue to compete with the civilian sector for qualified personnel in a
o,
LS
‘*:g declining manpower pool. Additionally, budget constraints may severely limit the
e resources available to attract the necessary quantity and quality of new
L\--.
;:i- enlistees. As a result, the services will increasingly need to maximize the
-\..l
fﬂi efficient selection and utilization of their recruiter manpower. Effective
k selection procedures increase the likelihood that enough people will be recruited
gt
\
A
b r: to mect authorized strength levels, recruiting goals, and assigned missions.
™
'\V‘s
y‘& The costs of inappropriate recruiter selection methods are considerable in

terms of both monetary and human resources. Poor recruiter/job matches decrease

i productivity and increase turnover and related costs resulting from moving,
'5; training, and replacing recruiters who are not right for the job. Individuals
Sy are usually selected for recruiting duty from among those with high performance
'

N . . . . . L. L ..

N ratings in previous assignments and if these junior noncommissioned officers arc
.y

l.‘.'l . . . . T

ra not successful on recruiting duty, their self-confidence, attitude, and
®
Liﬁ mot ivation are likely to suffer and may lead to poor performance in future
by
~juj assignments or early atirition.
S H‘::u

g The purpose of this study is to identify attributes associated with
9.
'i&: successful recruiters, to evaluate existing data on recruiter performance and
o

NS

v o D . .

ﬂ% characteristics, and to develop a model to aid in the selection of personncl who
’

ah

Cd

ﬁ% are most likely to become successful recruiters.
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Chapter II discusses previous studies which have attempled to identity
successful recruiters and points out the serious deficiencies 1n  data,
particularly performance measures, which have inhibited the development of useful
recruiter selection procedures. Chapter I1I introduces a methodology based on
expert systems technology which its used to overcome many of the problems
encountered in previous attempts to establish criteria for recruiter selection
using more traditional methods. Chapter IV describes the characteristics of the
expert systems developed for Army Active and Heserve recruiters and, f{rom
interviews with 16 recruiting "experts”, 1nvestigates methods for deriving
compusite models, evaluates the expert systems, and discusses in detail the
dimensions and attributes embodied in the models. Chapter V presents conclusions
based on the literature and data review and on the prototype expert system
application as well as recommendations for future work.

B. Background

The group of Reserve recruiters investigated in the empirical portions of
this report represent particularly difficult selection, assignment, and training
problems for the Army Recruiting Command (USAREC). USAREC first becume
responsible for recruiting for the US Army Reserve (USAR) in 13979 and unow has
nearly 1,800 people serving as reserve recruiters. Unlike its Active Army
counterpart, the USAR is a geographically limited entity and must structure its
recruiting efforts in local markets to meet the diverse personncl requirements of
a large number of geographically dispersed Reserve units.

USAR recruiters comprise a volunteer force chosen by USAREC (rom a ficld of
solicilted, qualified USAR applicants. Currently, the selection criteria for USAR
recrutters are based upon administrative regulations and personal interviews or

references at the recruiting battalion level. USAREC has 56 recruiting
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battalions and other commands within its organization, Each battalion commander
is responsible for soliciting applications and conducting interviews to fill USAR
vacancies, most of which are recruiter positions. {Ref. 2] The battalion
comeander selects or rejects an applicant and sends the application to USAREC for
administrative review. If USAREC's review is favorable the application is
forwarded to the Army Reserve Personnel Center (APPERCEN) where a final decision
is made. [Ref. 1; p. 25]

The interview phase 1is a very important part of the recruiter selection
process and each recruiting battalion has the authority to conduct interviews
based on its own rules and needs. The number of board members and thceir
composition can vary widely. There are few guidelines to help board members and
battalion commanders in making critical selection decisions. A better under-
standing of the relationship of personal characteristics and successful perfor-
munce as a recruiter would make these decisions easier. In addition, a model for
establishing objective criteria for recruiter selection could provide a useful

structure for the decision making process.




nLirn
S

AN

TS
N

¢t

£ € t 4 & 4

&

5

4

4
g%y
I‘.J") Y

3

7

o I B
@ 44,
l‘k‘

&Y

x

v
e s fe '[

<

P -5
1‘-,. "

PR AR
UL A N

e e “‘Av >
P A )
ﬁﬁgﬁ.‘

t:?.’:'.é’

A
n'

|.'..".|" Oy

IT. LITERATURE AND DATA REVIEW

A. Forward

All of the military services have studied ways to select personnel that have
the highest likelihood of becoming successful recruiters. This literature review
provides an overview of research on the selection of successful recruiters. The
review includes discussions of methodologies for determining factors associated
with successful recruiting, consistency and validity of results, commonality of
resultant factors, limitations and problems encountered, and concludes with an
assessment of future research needs in this area.

While all branches of the military are represented in the literature, Air
Force studies are outnumbered by a wide margin. There appear to be at leasl two
reasons. For the first few years after the inception of the All Recruited Force,
the services fielded volunteer recruiter forces. Today, however, all active
services except the Air Force rely on recruiting forces comprising mainly non-
volunteers. Another explanation for the Air Force’s comparatively small body of
research on recruiter selection is that service’s historic recruiting success.
The Air Force has been the number one branch choice among potential enlistees tor
decades, and the service has met its recruiting goals with no apparent
difficulty. Thus, the Air Force may not have had as much need to examine the
recruiter selection issue.

Various methods have been used to conduct research in recruiter selection.
Most researchers used paper-and-pencil test batteries in their attempts to
identify characteristics of successful recruiters and predict recruiter pertfor-
mance. Other researchers used biographical information, structured and un-

structured interviews, job analysis, assessment centers, and other methods.
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In general, the results of previous studies have been disappointing. In
many studies, few results were statistically significant. In others, results
that were significant had dubious meaning and were not cross-validated. In still
others when cross—validation was attempted, original results could not be
duplicated.

Several common problems in previous research help to explain their disap-
pointing results. The most common difficulty was the "criterion problem”
measuring recruiter performance in a reliable and valid manner. {[Ref. 3; p. 16;
Prior studies have used a variety of measures to attempt to capture recruiter
performance: supervisory ratings, school performance, percent of quota achieved,
and total number of recruits enlisted have been used as performance measures,
among  others, Supervisory ratlings are often unreliable und of questiiovnable
validity. Even with the best of intentions, supervisors can be influenced by
characteristics unrelated to job effectiveness ([Ref. 4; p. 1]). This can lead
to evaluations based on reputation rather than performance. Recruiting school
performance has limitations as a measure of recruiting performance since
graduates of recruiting school may perform differently in the field than they do
in training. [Ref. 5; pp. 14-16]

The greatest limitation in analyzing characteristics of successful
recruiters is the inability of recruiter production concepts--such as percent of
quota achievead and total number of recruits enlisted--to provide a
straightforward measure of success of an individual recrutiter. Recruiter
production figures that do not account for market effects or "opportunity bias”
{the relative ease or difficulty in obtaining enlistments in a particular market)
cannot  provide a basis for examining variations in productivity due to

differences in individual recruiters. A recruiter’s successful production might
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§ be the result of having been assigned to a fertile recruiting territory. The
~:; sludies using recruiter performance as a criterion measure and personnel
h

- characteristics as explanatory factors have universally been inadequate in their
:;;E incorporation of market factors for explaining variation in recruiter
AR
:;i performance. Such omitted variable approaches yield results that inaccurately
;1: assoclate wvariation in recruiter performance to variation in personncl
?;j characteristics. Limited information about the recruiter’s job reduced the
?kﬁ usefulness of some of the earlier research. Later studies benefitted from
s
- information collected through job analysis [Ref. 7].
f%? Appropriate consideration of the selection environment 1is a necessary
ﬁ%% consideration in recruiter selection. The number of recruiters selected in-
ooy voluntarily varies by branch of service. The Air Force is currently the only
:E}ﬁ service whose active duty recruiters are all volunteers. Selection procedures
ﬁ%}g also vary within a service. For example, nearly all of the Army’s Active Guard
{ f: and Reserve (AGR) recruiters are volunteers, yet most recruiters who enlist
;%E people into the Regular Army are non-—-volunteers. Since most active duty
S

recruiters are now selected involuntarily,

C

recent

research has

attempted to

- identify reliable recruiter selection methods that would not be vulnerable to
:4: compromise or '"faking," as are test batteries. These problems with test

.}:: batteries have amplified interest in passive methods using demographic,
\z_ biographical, and military experience data the services maintain routinely in
L

,:; various data banks. Unfortunately, the inability to determine adequately the
'

WS

L

\ relative importance of background and personality factors has severely limited

Q.-

ﬁ:ﬁ the payoff from the use of such passive methods.

:fi This section discusses relevant studies attempting to identify character
o istics of successful recruiters. The studies are organized by the source of
3 ]
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information used to identify successful recruiters: interviews, test batteries,

assessment centers, and personnel file data. Unless particularly relevant, older

studies are discussed fairly briefly. More recent work is discussed in greater

detail.
B. Interviews
l. Borman, Hough, and Dunnette

In 1976, Borman, Hough, and Dunnette, at the Naval Personnel Research
and Development Center (NPRDC) attempted to develop behaviorally-based rating
scales to evaluate the performance of Navy recruiters [Ref. 6]. They believed
that an extensive analysis of the recruiter job would be required before any
further research on recruiter selection could be accomplished. To become
familiar with the recruiter job, recruiters, supervisors, and recruits were
interviewed. During two days of workshops, more thun 800 critical incidents
(examples of recruiter performance) describing effective and ineffective
recruiting performance were obtained from field recruiters from all Navy
Recruiting Areas. Another 135 performance examples were solicited from Navy
recruits during interviews at boot camp. NPRDC's 1976 study was the springboard
for three additional studies conducted over the past ten years. These studies
are discussed in the section on test batteries.

2. Borman, Toquam and Posse

Borman, Toquam and Posse’s 1977 Army Research Institute study echoed
the 1976 NPRDC study, hypothesizing that a reason why paper-and-pencil predictors
of Army recruiter effectiveness had met with such little success was that not
enough was known about the performance requirements of the recruiter job [Ref.
7. This study focused on discovering these performance requirements by

attempting to define the underlying task dimensions associated with Army
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recrutter and guidance counselor jobs.

The first step was to revise an existing Department of the Army task
list that described Military Occupational Specialty (MOS) designator OOCE. Army
recruiters and guidance counselors share this MOS because their jobs are similar.
The recrulter's job 1s to qualify prospective applicants. The guidance
counselor’s task is to convince them to accept a particular entry level
assignment. After a pilot test, the revised task inventory was administered to
101 field recruiters, guidance counselors, and supervisors across all {ive
recruiting regions. These experts sorted the tasks into groups, or dimensions,
according to the tasks' perceived similarity with respect to job function.
Participants worked on their own, each sorting task statements into categories.

Betfore analyzing the data, researchers tested the extenl ot agreemont
tn solutions by dividing participants 1ato various subgroups: recruller and
gutldance counselor groups, District Recruiting Command «DRC) subgroups
(currently, Command Leadership Teams), etc. Once consistency in responses dcross
subgroups was established, Lhe data were collapsed across all subjects and
analvzed. The two types of analyses performed were multidimensional scaling
MDS, and a clustering procedure.

Results indicated that people in the different DRCs agrced substan
tially among themselves about the pattern of similarities among tasks. Guidance
counselors and recruiters agreed closely, and supervisory personnel saw much the
same paltern of task similarities as those they supervised. Since no serious
disagreements in responses  existed, the solutions were collapsed across the
entire sample,  and a summary list of task dimensions was ftormed (Table 1. This
compostte [1st contained four broad dimensions defining  general task areas

associated with the recruiter’s and guidance counselor's role 1n the Army
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recrultment process.
Borman et al., believed Lhese dimensions could be useful in developing

selection procedures for potential Army recruiters. They believed the content of

e
-\-
3:; the dimensions would suggest the types of personai characteristics and attributes
}:3 . necessary tor effective recruiter performance. Then, paper-and-pencil measures
d
. of these attributes could be chosen or developed as indicators of potential for
’:: top-level performance in Army recruiting work. The authors also suggested that
:Q the dimensions could serve as performance rating scales in future selection
e research intended to ensure that selection procedures chosen were, in fact,
‘-I
’nj validly identifying persons with good potential for Army recruiting.!
"o
i:: 3. Graham, Brown, King, White, and Wood
!; Graham, Brown, King, White and Wood’s 1979 Army Research Institute
NI
o,
:: study described structured interviews conducted with 79 Army recruiters Lo obtain
o
>
8 information on the nature of recruiting duty [Ref. 8]. The sample was selected
o~ to represent recruiters with high, medium and low records of success, in terms of
~
T
j} percentage of quota achieved. Information collected from the interviews was used
=
e
)
\ to develop hypotheses on the personal characteristics and job behaviors assoc-
v tated with recruiter success. These hypotheses were to be evaluated more
" rigorously in later research.
75
}} Interviews solicited the following types of information from
®
QT recrulters: background characteristics, suggestions about recruiter training,
o
S{ the value of various prospecting and selling techniques, workload, attitudes
e
'.~ S
. - This study did not identify personal characteristics and attributes of
\; successful Army recruiters; however, Borman i1s currently working on a project to

develop performance based rating scales for Army recruiters similar to work he
did tor the Navy 1o 1976 (telephone discussion November 13986).
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Table 1. Composite list of recruiting task dimensions
I. Prospecting activities

Identifying and contacting qualified prospects

- using existing name sources to generate lists of prospects

- contacting prospects

- dealing with centers of influence and other persons in the schools and in
the community for the purpose of gathering prospect names

- obtaining referrals

I1. Publicizing the Army

Building a positive Army image in the community by setting a good example and by
providing favorable publicity for the Army and Army enlisted programs.

- conducting Army publicity programs in the schools or in the community

- working with the news or other media to obtain favorable publicity for the
Army

- performing community services and working with community groups to enhance
the Army’s image

- preparing and delivering presentations about the Army to civic
organizations, at career counseling sessions, or at recruiting seminars

I1I. Selling the Army

Getting individuals to join the Army by counseling them, explaining army benefits
and opportunities to them, and presenting the advantages of Army life.

- describing aspects of Army life, benefits and opportunities to prospects

- conducting interviewing or counseling sessions with prospects to sell them
on the Army

- answering questions about the Army and about enlistment; overcoming
objections to joining the Army service

- sizing up individual prospects and tailoring the interview to help sell Army

IV. Administrative activities

Working with recruiting reports, records, statistics, etc., and organizing
recruiting activities.

- preparing, maintaining, and reviewing enlistment reports

- planning recruiting activities: performing market research, 2zoning
recruiting areas, etc.

- maintaining recruiting statistics and records

- maintaining recruiting publications

Source: Borman, W.C., Toquam, J.L., and Rosse, R.L., Dimensions of the Army
Recruiter and Guidance Counselor Job.

10

[y

n

”

.'f

T T 2 A AL AT AN Y W p N NN AT 1 A I b 1 AV T o N M RO AL NTA .
'y N ‘ ' ’ ". I( < , f, QP 'i “. X y-.l» -‘-.-'..Q 2“\.‘3.*‘-":"‘.. D) l":“.t .n 't".

l.‘l"‘.l




SRR AN ol el S "'?

Al -
o
ﬁ:} toward the job, personality characteristics that might be related to recruiter
LW
F—"‘--' . -
o effectiveness, and descriptions of successful and unsuccessful recruiters,
Responses were coded, categorized, and analyzed to determine: 1,
o
'fbi personal characteristics and job behaviors related to recruiler productlion
‘a{
>
{ﬂ? records and (2) personal characteristics and job behaviors attributed (by the
e
1aW i
t respondents} to successful and unsuccessful recruiters they knew.
i 2 The criterion used as a productivity measure was the percentuge of the
- total non-prior service (NPS) quota achieved in a six-month period. The authors
)
realized .ne limitations of this measure, but felt it was the best obtainable
o
J \ \ . . - « .
\ﬁ‘ within their time and resource constraints.
55
o , : o ‘ :
a0 Recruiters were placed into criterion groups of high, medium and low
.. producers based on production data. During the interviews, euch recruiter was
1-\ .
N

asked to think of one successful and one unsuccessful recruiter he knew and

L answer questions about the two recruiters’ work attitudes, job skills, persona-
P
~
e lity traits, etc. Interview responses were coded 1into broad categories. Rela-
SOy
- tionships between interviewee responses and their production records werc
S explored 1in two ways:
;), a. Comparison of high and low producers (chi square test),. The

\
}N.

éﬁ authors hypothesized that high and low producers’ scores could
e

) R . p . .

differ significantiy in many categories.

-

3%: b. Correlations between presence in a category and production records
.

-}} Each recruiter was assigned a score of 0 or | based on whether or
< . . .
‘o not he was described by a response within that category. Category
" ?

O . scores were correlated with the production criterion to delermine
.7

R ‘

?ﬂ relationships between response categories and the criterion.
b e

% The authors believed many recruiters’ responses were actually elements
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,{f 1in 2 sterecotype of the good recruiter, which they may have acquired 1n training
O _ ) ,

:«j or elsewhere, and not based on actual observations of the respondent. As
of'n*

indicated by Graham, et.al, peer nomination data should be regarded as

- . pSRe
—

Call]

) . . . . . .
e recruiters’ opinions of what it takes to be a good recruiter rather thun
Npd
LNy descriplions of good and poor recruiters. The recruitcers’ conceptions ot the
LSRN

successful and unsuccessful recruiter are presented in Table 2.

5!

Few of the characteristics in the self-description data were sipni

N
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%
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ficantly related to production records. Some of the study’s results are listed

A S
Y

R

here.

a. Attitudes Toward the Job —~ "Likes independence" correlated
significantly and negatively with job success (r = .24, sug-
gesting that high producers were less likely than low producers to
cite "independence" as a source of job satisfaction. HRecruiters

.w— who commented on their dislike of "long hours,” "the frustraling
Lete nature of the job," etc., tended to be more productive than Lhose
et ;

e who did not make those comments.

-

e . . . .

e e b. Prospecting Techniques - According to successful recruiters, this
) ’ is one of the most important components of the job. The objective
X is to bring the recruiter into direct personal contact with
.I:- potential enlistees. Successful recruiters emphasized that they
h,\: spent many hours daily 1in prospecting activities. Two response
:,«‘ categories. "Uses systematic approach” and "Uses Pre- induct ton
X physical cards, mail-outs, etc."” were statistically significant.
’€i< c. Selling Techniques -~ The ability to motivate a person Lo enlist is
i\j believed to be an important characteristic of the successtul
a:z recruiter. Yet none of the selling techniques mentioned by
:\: recruiters interviewed were significant.
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) Table 2. Characteristics differentiating successful and unsuccessful
:ﬂ}: recruilers: peer nomination data
N
j.f Nominees
( (in percent
A Successful Unsuccessiul
e N = 79 N o= 79
o Category
'~:Q Motivations for becoming a recruiter
7[) Dislike for present assignment 9 43
o Attitudes toward the job
~--
o~ Likes the work 86 20
- Likes the challenge of the job 17 0
a3 Dislikes the high pressure 19 34
o Disiikes other features 3 25
N Wants another type of duty 10 53
LAY
A AN
A Prospecting techniques
NPl
~.. Uses systematic approach 52 1
AN stresses person-to-person Cogtact 6l 149
e Uses high school Cls 1 2
- Uses other Cls g 0]
- Uses PIP cards, mail-outs, etc. 24 5
¢ Becomes involved in community 35 6
Y " Passively waits for prospects to walk 1in 2 49
NN Emphasizes peripheral duties l 32
rix Emphasizes outside interests i 14
‘f.‘
N ™
;‘;‘ Selling techniques
V ises miscellaneous effective sales techniques 24
?:f Uses miscellaneous ineffective sales techniques 0 Li
.‘f-.
e _ : .
NN Communication skills
“-.".
J'
® [s abic to communicate effectively 39 14
T Has difficulty in communicating effectively 0 18
:k;
N
,,Q?
o Industriousness
B u g
v Has high achlievement motivation 18 3
:S ’ Has low achirevement motivation 1 47
;y Is very conscirent ious 35 3
.-:. Is careless about details 1 14
o secks ways to improve 5] 0
~ Keeps informed on everything related to job 18 4
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.
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Table 2. (continued)

Characteristics differentiating successful and unsuccessful
recruiters: Peer nomination data

Nominees
(in percent
Successfull Unsuccessful
Category N =79 N =79

Miscellaneous Personality Traits

Friendly, easygoing 53 4
Outgoing 44 0
Sympathetic 20 0
Stable 13 0
Happy, humorous 11 0
Light-hearted 10 0
Sincere 10 1
Withdrawn 1 17
Shy, self-conscious 1 17
Lacks self-discipline 1 11
Has family problems i 13
Inconsistent )] 14
Hostile 0 13
Emotionally immature 0 1O
Resentful, rebellious 0 10

Source: Graham, W.R., Brown, G.H., King, William L., White, L., and Wood, M.D.,

A Pilot Study of Army Recruiters.: Their Job Behaviors and Personal
Characteristics.
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I~ d. Communications Skills - A highly successful recruiter must be able
-~ . . . " e
.. to communicate effectively. One category, has difficulty
N communicating effectively"” correlated negatively and significantly
")
iy with the production criterion. Thus, high producers admittoed
having communication problems less often than low producers.
¢
L Q. Industriousness - The pilot study did not reveal much infor-
3 mation in support of the idea that hard work 1is essential for
i{ successful recruiters. Although several recruiters described
R themselves as "motivated" or as "self-starters.” These responses
! were not significantly related to high or low production. Only
D) one response category, "keeps informed on everything relevant to
B Jjob," differentiated significantly between high and low producers.
B .
.l
qf f. Miscel laneous Personality  Traits - "Empathetic" correlated
0 negatively and significantly with the production criterion. The
) authors suggested that empathy seemed to be a highly valuable
ﬂ: characteristic for a recruiter, vet it correlated negatively with
o success. McHurry suggested that high empathy may be ¢ handicap to
) a salesperson unless it is accompanied by a strong cgo drive or
ﬁ will to win (Ref. 8; p. 21].
;g Some questions 1n the interview asked the recruiters for their opinions
v
j- about selection criteria for recruiters. A summary of responses the recruiters
».‘:
S mentioned most often and the percentage of those responding appears in Table 3.

-
-~

v Table 3. Recruiter’s opinions regarding recruiter selection

-

" o

. Response Percentage

5 Should be able to talk to people 49

o Should have well-groomed appearance 33

- Should want to do the job 30

o Screen for quality of past performance 28

q Should have "substantial" length of service 24

| Should enjoy working with people 20

‘o Should be stable in finances 16

%: Should have sales experience 13

) Tell them what recruiting is really like 11
ﬁ' Provide two months of OJT Ll

! | Should be outgoing 10

K~ Should be adaptable 3

v,

o '

» Source: Graham, W.H., Brown, G.H., King, William L., White, L., and Wood, M.D., A

! Pilot Study of Army Recruiters: Their Job Behaviors and Personal Characteristics.
"-
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1. Hirabayashi and Hersch

Hirabavashi and Hersch's 1985 effort at the Naval Poustgraduate school

attempted to document characteristics of excellent Navy Recruiting Districts

{Ret. 9]. The authors visited and interviewed key individuals assigned to these
and other Navy recruiting activities. Interviews were representative of the Navv
Recruiting Command: current and previous Recruiting Command commanders,
commanding officers, executive officers, department heads, recruiters,
recruiters’ supervisors, trainers, and more, Based on the results of the(r

interviews, the following list summarizes the characteristics of successful
recrulters.
Successful Navy Recruiters:
are movers, shakers, and salesmen
- are hungry for success and/or promotion
- are aggressive, want responsibility, and want to excel
- possess outstanding communications skills, a fundamental knowledge of
recruiting, and an inherent ability to deal with numbers, sales, and
the public
- are ambitious, extroverted, and like to meet and talk to people

- are positive, cheerful, enthusiastic, and self-motivated.

C. Test Batteries
L. Wollack and Kipnis
One of the earliest developments of a test battery for recruiter
selections was a 1960 effort by Wollack and Kipnis at the Naval Research Field
Activity [Ref. 10). The battery’s thirteen tests and inventories measurcd
fluency of expression, knowledge of the Navy, interest 1in recruiting activities,
and general aptitude.
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The study used commanding officers’ nominations of effective and inet-
fective recrulters as the criterion measure of performance. Items that dif-
ferentiated between effective and ineffective recruiters beyond the .20 conti-
dence level were retained for cross-validation.

Although few of the battery’s items and scales cross-validated signi-
ficantly, the study’s results suggested that inventories showed promise as
indicators of recruiter effectiveness. As suggested by Borman the poor cross-
validation results may have occurred because raters made their evaluations of
recruiters based on reputation instead of performance or because many of the
individual differences that predict recruiter success were not included in the
battery. [Ref. 3; p. 4].

2. Massey and Mullins

Massey and Mullins conducted an Air Force study in 1966 to des:gn and
validate the Recruiter Salesman selection test. They developed an eight
inventory battery to measure qualities such as empathy, sergeancy (friendliness
and sociability), and perseverance which were hypothesized to be desirable in
recrutters.

Predictor variables were correlated with school success and supervisor
field ratings. Results after crossvalidation indicated that the battery would be
useful only marginally 1in predicting school performance and not at all in
predicting field ratings. The authors believed the supervisor rating criterion
had caused the poor results, suggesting that it was contaminated by several rater
errors such as "halo"” and "leniency.” effects. They advocated the development of
a more reliable and valid measure of recruiter effectiveness.

3. Krug

In Krug's 1972 study for the Navy Recruiling Command, a personalily

17
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test was developed and administered to officer and enlisted Navy recruiters to

determine its usefulness in predicting sales ability [Ref. 12). The test, i6PF-
m, was a variation of the 16PF, a highly regarded personality inventory widely
used by business and industry in sales selection [Ref. 13; p. 22].

In addition to the 1967 version of the 16PF questionnaire, the 16PF-m
included a supplement designed to measure motivational distortion (a lie scale)
and strength of motivation to succeed as a recruiter, and seven biographical
items: years of service, age, sex, marital status, number of dependents, years
of formal education, and population of subject’s Home of Record.

Commanding officers’ nominations of recruiters from the top and bottom
fifty percent of those on recruiting duty at the time were used as the criterion
measure of performance. Stepwise multiple regression results indicated Lhat the
typical effective Navy recruiter was married, had more years of formal education,
and tended to be warm, outgoing, dominant, aggressive, and self-assured, with
relatively conservative political views.

The Navy Recruiting Command used this battery to screen people for
recruiting assignments for approximately four years between 1972 and 1976.
Active duty Navy personnel took the test if they were being considered for a
recruiting assignment. Those who scored below thirty-five were considered
unqualified for recruiting duty. (A score of sixty-five was recommended by the
study team and was predicted to be seventy-two percent accurate. but the Navy
Recruiting Command chose to use a score of thirty-five.) Use of the test was
discontinued when Navy Recruiting Command and the Chief of Naval Personnel (Pers
502) agreed it did not predict sales ability effectively [Ref. 13 p. 24}.

4. Arima

In his 1976 Navy Poustgraduate School study, Arima evaluated the 16PF as

18
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f; having little utility in the selection process duc to the absence of a reliable
5; and valid criterion [Ref. 14}. He called for job analysis and behaviorally-
e

( anchored rating scales.

o~

The development of a recruiter selection procedure must be preccded by a
5 thorough analysis of the position that will show the functions performed and
- the relative importance of the functions. 1t will also be necessary to
obtain knowledge as to the types of behavior that are necessary to carry out
these functions successfully and the types of behavior that are detrimental.
et There is nothing new in this approach to developing behaviorally anchored
rating scales which could provide the desired list of behaviors. Knowledge
= of the job should provide the material to develop a recruiter selection
'} procedure. [Ref. 14:p. 129].

" 5. Larriva
-
o Larriva applied the L6PF-m to a sample of Marine Corps recruiters in a

L
s

Ld
3y

o concurrent validity study in 1975 [Ref. 15]. Annual non-prior service accessions
L) . . . . .
T were used as the criterion measure of performance. The test did not predict
.':-.

0N well, and Larriva suspected the criterion he used had caused the probiem. ife
N
2R . . . . . . . .

" experimented with several performance indices, examined predictor crilerion
G relationships, and chose the index that resulted in the most wvalid multiple
‘}i correlation coefficient. This index separated urban and rural recruiters and
'\' -

corrected for geographic differences 1in relative performance of recruiters.

Cross-validation suggested the 16PF-m might be useful in screening for the Marine

.&.‘.Ul ‘.l‘

ﬂy Corps recruiter job [Ref. 3; p. 8}.
it Borman et al. objected to Larriva’s method of criteria sclection,
o

JO indicating that a more acceptable (and justifiable) method would have been Lo
- define a precise criterion first and then select a measure that would provide
e relevant and reliable measurement of the c¢riterion without regard to the
f: predictors (Hef. 3; p. 91.

Ay

N

;w 6. Abrahams, Neumann, and Rimland

0

-i: Abrahams, Neumann, and HRimland usced the Strong Vocalional Intcerest
>
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Blank (SVIB) 1in 1973 to develop a Recruiter lnterest Scale (115, for use in

selecting Navy recruiters. Items that differertiated between the most and least
effecltive recruiters, based on commanding officers’ nominations, comprised the
RIS-1, which was used for cross—-validation. The top quartile (highest RIS

scores) contained three times as many effective recruiters as did the bottom
quartile. The bottom quartile had three times as many ineffective recruiters as
the top quartile. Although the authors stressed that a better criterion of
recruiter effectiveness was needed and that other recruiter performance factors
should be considered in future validity research, their study suggcsted that
vocational interests might successfully predict recruiter effectiveness. . Ref.
16]
7. Graf and Brower

In 1976, Gral and Brower also had some success with a version ol the
Navy RIS modified for Marine Corps recruiters. Although the Marine Corps
Recruiter Interest Scale (MCRIS) resulted in a higher validity coefficient than
the Navy scale for the Marine Corps sample, the MCRIS was not cross—validated,
which madc direct comparisons impossible. Although the authors had used
recruiting officers’ nominations of above-average, average, and below average

recruiters as their criterion measure, they called for a more reliable method ol

measuring recruiter performance [Ref. 17].
8. Borman, Hough, and Dunnette
The most extensive work in this area was a test battery developed by
the Navy Personnel Research and Development Center (NPRDC). This work has
evolved through four studies vver the past ten years.
NPRDC's work began with the development of behaviorally-based rating

scales which attempted to identify improved performance criteria for measuring
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recrulter effectiveness. The approach was based on  the notion that acquiring
valid information about recruiter effectiveness meant that a thorough job
analysis and criterion development eftort would have to be accomplished. Their
first study, published in 1976, 1i1dentified more than 800 critical i1ncidents
describing different facets of effective and ineffective recruiter performance.
The study’s suggested predictors of Navy recrulter effectiveness are shown 1in
Table 4. [Ref. 5

The second phase of NPRDC’s reseurch involved development  and
validation of an inventory battery to predict Navy and Marine Corps recruller
pertormance. Based partly on their literature review and the results ot thear
rating scales study, they developed a trial predictor battery that 1included
sceveral  personality, vocational interest, and bilographical ttoems and scaies.
Battery scores were correlated with performance scores deveioped  Trom
supervisory, peer, and self ratings and from six months of adjusted production
data. They attempted to control for differences in recruiting opportunity across
geographical locations opportunity bias). Standard scores were developed [or
each recruitter for each month by standardizing each month’'s production datag
within cach Navy Recruiting District (NRDj.

NPRDC's third study was designed to expand and refine the original test
balterv and determine 1ts validity i1n predicting recruiter pe-formance. The

revised battery was analyzed to determine the precision of new items i1n measuring

destred constructs and whether  thevy had  wmproved the validity of  the original
test battervy, Composites of the added i1tems  enhanced the validity of the oldg
battery's constructs 1n about half the cases.  Scales derived from the constructs

validiv predicted recruiter effoectiveness  Ret. 18,

NPHDC s final Spectral Assignment Baltery consisted of three parts:  the
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N Strong--Campbell Interest Inventory, a self-description inventory, and a
)-:':: .
o background questionnaire. Recruiter potential was measured through a selection
(. composite composed of four subscales: selling skills, human reclations skills,
W o . .
ps organizing skills, and overall performance. Scores on each of these four
)
:3 "keys'" were correlated with each recruiter’s production data. As indicated in
&N
\ Table 5 each of the "keys" had low correlations with production. The correlation
;:ﬁ between production and organizing was not significantly different from zero.
.
Jij When the four separate scores were summed into a composite, the correlation
)
W
coefficient between the composite and production was .27. Figure 1 depicts the
b A
:;: pattern of these relationships. Sixty-six percent of the recruiters scoring in
-
{I . - .
: :. the top 20 percent were in the upper 50 percent in production, compared to 3:
L)
) percent of those scoring in the lowest 20 percent.
%
v,
s
e
\:_-
v
( o Table 5. Validity of final keys for predicting production
:-33: (N = 194)
e
e Predictor key Correlation with production
. Selling skills .22+
,jﬁ Human relations skills .23*
Organizing skills .13*
®
~2} Overall performance . 26*
:f
K.
.. M p . 0 1
o \-:
e
o Source: Borman, W.C., Rosse, H.L., and Toquam, J.L., Development and Validation
o of a Recruiter Selection Battery.
o
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Figure 1 Percent 3succeasful recruiters expected where upper 50 percent are
considered successful. Source: Borman, W.C., Rosse, R.L., and Toquam,
J.L., Development and Validation of a Recruiter Selection Battery.
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Several personality constructs correlated highly with various aspects
of recruiter effectiveness. '"Making a good impression” and "Enjoying beirng the
center of attention” correlated highest with selling skills. "Spontaneity,
impulsivity"” and "Ambitious, working hard" ccrrelated highest with the human
relations skills category, while "Unhappy, lack of confidence" related negatively
to human relations effectiveness. "Order, planning ahecad” related well to
organizing skills, and "Leading and influencing others" was Lhe construct that
correlated most highly in the overall performance category. The vocational
interest constructs that corrclated highly with performance criteria were
interests in extroverted, dominant, social, and leadership acltivitles and
occupations, lnterests in sports and competitive activities, and interests i1n law
and political activities,

The fourth phase of NPRDC’s work, published in 1985, strongly conlirmed
the findings of the earlier studies. In concurrent and predictive studies,
Marine Corps recruiters whose scores were in the top 20 percent obtained 27 and
40 percent more recruits, respectively, than recruiters who scored in the lowest
20 percent. [Ref. 19].

qg. Brown, Wood, and Harris

The 1978 study conducted by Brown, Wood, and Harris at the Army
Research Institute attempted to (1) develop a wvalid criterion of recruiler
effectiveness and (2) develop a test battery to identify Lhose most likely to
succeed as recruiters |Ref.5]. This study explored in some depth the criterion
problem of using production scores contaminated by opportunity bius caused by
characteristics that influenced the fertility of 4 recruiting Lerritory but were

outside the recruiter’s control.

This ARI study itdentified 15 factors that might causc opportunity bias

e [P . . - .
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‘QJ such as the unemployment rate in Lhe territory, average number of entistments per
-

. recruiter 1n the recruiter’s District Recruiting Command (DRC, amount of
| recruiting experience, etc. A sample of 500 recruiters was chosen randomly, 100
N :

‘ "":‘ - o : : Db “ : : - 3
[ < from each of five Army Regional Recruiting Commands nationwide. Six months
ko £

>
\iq production figures were provided for each recruiter. Measures of cuch ol the
)

! opportunity bias factors were accumulated for the market area of each of the 500
| -:L- .
;fu recruiters.
b '-:;

s . ) ) ] . . _ .
) Stepwise multiple regression was used to predict the theoretical yield
K,

: of a4 recrulter’s territory using 12 of the 15 territorial factors in the equation
o~ . . .

N ‘three census  variables were excluded). The three best predictors were "Average
- production per recruiter in subject’s DRC,"” accounting for 48 percenl of Lhe
b~ "

!u vartance in production scores;  “Average market share Por station zone”: aod
T "Propourtion of the zone that i1s suburban.”
p.
L~

o .
)

These three predictors which accounted for 51 percent of the varsance

.

in production scores, were used to predict producticn scores for each recruiter.

.r:'.
- Benchmark Achievement Scores (BAS) were computed by dividing total production by
o predicted production and multiplying by 100. The BAS were thought of as unbiased
N production scores, corrected for the effects of three important lLerritorial
l.“.'
‘o .
X factors.
i \‘
BN . . ..
(. The authors suggested that another production measure, the simplce
®
NE Achievement Score (SAS), might be just as useful as Lhe BAS. Since "Average
N
ﬂ"-. N - . f .
. Product von Per Recrulter in Subject’s DRC"  explained the most variance in Lhe
~.':‘
o regression equation, a score based on the individual’'s performance compared to
@.
f: tha! averape would be easier to  compute.  (SAS correlated highly with BAS v
N
W .36, so Lhe two scores were practically equivalent.)
'I
o
N The second objective of this study was to develop a recruiter selection
~
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The battery was developed bused on the pilot study by Grahum et al.
tnvolving 1nterviews with 79 Army recruiters with high, medium, and low

success. Personnel from Army Recruiting Headquarters were also

consulted about traits necessary for recruiter success.

one verbal

battery.

a.

b.

2.

The selection battery consisted of 12 paper-and-pencil inventories and

performance test. Below 1is a list of the measures included 1n the

Verbal Fluency. Recruiters were asked to make a sales pitch to a
prospective enlistee about the benefits of Army life. Presen-
tations were scored by computing the ratio of the number of words
spoken in two minutes to the number of "ahs" spol~- The authors
hypothesized that an effeclive recruiter must be able to talk
easily in a variety of social situations, and they wanted to
measure verbal fluency orally, in the most realistic situation
possible.

Sociability Meuasures. Four invenlories were used to measure u
recruiter’s sociability and affiliative tendency. The authors

hypothesized that sociability was important since a recruiler must
spend so much time interacting with people «(who often are
strangers).

Achievement  Motivation. Three inventories were used to meusure
the tendency to work hard to achieve self-appointed goals. This
was hypothesized to be a positive characteristic of a good
recrulter.

Empathy Mcuasures. Four instruments were used to measurc the
ability to understand the point of view of others and the drive to
win or complete a sale. The authors believed empathy alonc 1s not
enough. The successful recruiter goes on to close the sale.

tolerance to rejection, rebuffs, and insults. The hypothesis was
that the successful recruiter has a higher tolcecrance for rejection
than does the less successful recruiler.

Rejection _ Tolerance Measure. One inventory was used to measure

Responsibility and Maturity = Measures.  Three instruments col-
lected information about a recrutter’'s ability t{o manage his
personal, financial, and officral duties. Since recrurters spend
the buik of their dutv time working without supervision. and

since they represent  their branch  of service  to  the seneral
public, they are expected to manage taetir personal, financial, and
official duties with discretion.
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When the time came to administer the battery, the criterion development

project mentioned earlier (BAS and SAS) was not yet completed. Instead, the
authors created a Composite Supervisory Rating procedure to select highly
successful and very unsuccessful recruiters. Recruiters were nominated by
supervisors. The best were used in the High Criterion Group, and the poorest
were used in the Low Criterion Group. The battery was administered, and infor-
mation on each recruiter’s race, religion, and aptitude scores was obtained from
Army personnel files.

None of the personality measures or aptitude scores differentiated
significantly between the two groups. The verbal performance test and 22 other
items differentiated significantly. These items pertained to work habits, style
of handling finances and debts, educational background, and reactions to
challenging or stressful situations.

The authors suggested that because recruiters are a relatively homo-
geneous group required to meet several minimum qualifications (age, rank, GCT
scores) and because of their length of time in service (mean was 14 years) the
recruiters may have had similar attitudes and opinions, which would have limited
the variance in attitude, personal preference, and personality inventory scores.
(The new items that did discriminate were mostly from the Background Information
Form and Personnel Questionnaire, instruments dealing mainly with matters of fact
rather than attitude.)

If the authors had been able to use the Simple Achievement Score (SAS)
they had suggested, rather than supervisor nominations, perhaps higher validities

might have resulted.
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V. Assessment Centers
i. Borman, Toquam, and Rosse

The 1982 Army study conducted by Borman, Toquam, and Hosse indicated
that assessment centers could successfully predict recruiter school performance
even with a sample of recruiters that had been pre-screenced by a selcction panci.
Assessment centers are believed to be particularly valuable tfor selection of
individuals for sales positions. Assessment centers usually i1nvolve a candidate
undertaking parts of an actual job under observation and are adaptable for
training for these jobs. Under this approach, trained observers rate potential
recrulters’ performance in several different situational exercilses that simulace
aspects of the recruiter job. Assessors were interested in personal character

1stics such as persuasiveness, soclability, flexibility, and practical judgment.

-

potential problem with the assessment center concept  is the assum

ption that people being rated want the job. As requirements for recruiters have
grown, the Army has assigned most of 1its recruiters involuntarily. The cost and
the potential gaming by the candidate reduces the feasibility of using assessment
center ratings Lo select recruiters. In the 1980's, the Army’s problem had
become one of motivation and development rather than selection. So, Lhe purpose
of the assessment center shifted.

Assessment exercises were reduced dramatically. Instead of being used
for selection, ratings given 1n a revised recruiter Development Center were
designed to give recruiter trainees a realistic job preview and positive feedback
to enhance their motivation.

2. Weltin, Frieman, Elig, and Johnson
Weltin, Friedman, Elig and Johnson, i1n a 1985 study related the ratings

of the original assessment center and a subsequent  development center sample to
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the number of contracts  the new recrulter produced in the first yeu: on the job
Ret. 22,. The criterion measure attempted to account for geographic differences
in sales  potential among recruiting battalions. Previous work by Brown et al.
Het. 5, showed that production per recruiter in the subject's battalion
district. accounted for 48 percent of the variance in production scores. Some
Army recrulting battalions have better sales markets than others. To control for
these geographic differences in  sales potential, Weltin et al., partialed the

number of contracts per recruiter achieved 1in his battalion of assignment from

. cach  recruiter’s performance score. While Borman’s work related assessment
S center ratings to training performance, this study evaluated the usefulness of

AN

LAY . . . . . . .

N the ratings for predicting job performance as a field recruiter.

[, -
.?,; The assessment center sample included 41 of 57 soldiers who had Laien
‘O

J.."' . v . . - . .

v s the original battery of  assessment center exercises in 1981 and compieicd the
Lt

Sy . . . .
'\: training course. Each 1individual had been rated by trained assessors in
( " exercises that included cold calls, interviews, a speech, and the in-basket (work
< prioritization). Other predictors included training school grades (wrilten test
o scores and instructor ratings of telephone and interviewing techniques;, and

scores on the following: a test battery developed to select Navy recruiters, an

??{kJ 

-:j experimental Army test battery, and the Gordon Personal Profile and Inventory.
N
"f The development center sample included 970 recruiters who were rated in

the center, completed training, and had at least one contract their first yecar on

the job. Assessors were not trained. Essentially the same exercises were used

=, as 1in the assessment  center. No personality or interest batteries were used.
. Written trarning grades were avallable, but  instructor ratings on telephone and

interviewing techniques were not .

PR

)
v

".
.

[tesults  indicated that the assessment center ratings had low ;
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::ﬁ corrclations with job performance; however, in the development center sample, the
’ -‘-.-

_{j- could call interview and speech exercises were significantly related to job
b\ ..

.
( performance. Training grades were not predictive in ecither sampie. The
o T . , ‘ .
‘\f- personality and interest test scores significantly predicted job performance.
{ \‘_-

S . ) - ;

L Navy test scores (human relations, selling and organizing subscuales;, the ARI
N

5 test, as well as two scales of the Gordon Personal Profile and Inventory, showed

5
;;ﬂ: moderate relationships with job performance,

“

\1

}:: Stepwise regression performed on the development center sample
[ )
B,

indicated that productivity of the recruiter’s battalion was the single most

‘~?§ important factor 1in predicting job performance. Ratings on the speech exercise
:fﬁ and AFQT scores predicted approximately two percent additional variancc.
~N e
s N

o

A k. Personnel Files
.{;f 1. Bennett and Haber
4! -
O
k“f In 1973, Bennett and Haber investigated various factors that influence
.7 the productivity of Marine Corps recruiters [Ref. 23]. They used multiple
s

- e o

LA

regression to analyze the relative 1mportance of sixteen variables on gross

> .- .

.
(O T T A
st

;3‘ productivity (average number of recruits enlisted per month). Variables were

A - - - . . . . .

N divided into three categories., Selection variables included Gencral

E ""r

P "u"‘

B Comprehension Test scores, age, race, level of education, number of dependents,
‘-

l*" .

‘;ﬁ previous service as a career planner or drill instructor, method of assignment to

TR L . . .

e recruiting duty (volunteer or assigned), and opinion about whether recruiting
I

o y | . . . _

et duty was a financial hardship. Deployment variables included whether recruiters

o | | .

gl were assigned to their home stales, distance from home state, type of area

9.

\' s . . )

! s: assi1gned to (urban, suburban, or rural), number of times assigned, hours per weck
4
4 spent on recruiting, and percentage of time spent out of the offlice recruiting.
54

A . . . .

2 '. Evaluation variables included number of months on current tour of Jduty and

B,
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percentlle rank in Marine Corps recruiter class.

The authors noted that gross productivity was determined by regilonal
differences as well as differences in 1individual vrecrutters. To account for
regional differences, they broke their sample of recruiters into two groups: onc
group of recruiters from recruiting stations with high enlistment rates, and the
other from stations with low rates of enlistment.

Several variables were statistically significantly related to
productivity. Results from the high enlistment area group indicated that urban
and suburban recruiters enlisted more people per month than rural recruiters, and
recruiters in  their home state enlisted more people per month than those
stationed more than 500 miles outside their home state.

In the low enlistment areas, those who felt recruiting duty was o
financial hardship enlisted more people per month than those who did not.
Recruiters with prior service as career planners were more productive than thosc
who had no experience as career planners. The regression equations were not
cross—validated.

2. Best and Wylie

Best and Wylie’s Naval Postgraduate School study hypothesized that
recruiter characteristics could be combined to predict recruiter performance
[Ref. 24]. To test their hypothesis for Navy recruiters, they used a command
evaluation of each recruiter in their sample as their dependent variable.
Special consideration was given to selecting independent variables that could be
obtained easily for each prospective recruiter prior to a recruiting assignment.

The authors generated a cross-tabulation of the independent vartables
they had selected initially, and they retained for analysis those variables with

the strongest relationship to the dependent variable. Those variables were: the
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E{ area where the recruiter had spent his youth (urban, suburban or rural); age;

.r:’

- General Comprehension Test (GCT) score (part of the Armed Services Vocational

ry Aptitude Battery (ASVAB)); years of active military service; and proximity of
e childhood home to a major body of water, grouped into three distance categories

(less than 20 miles, 20-200 miles, and more than 200 miles).

. —
Ol DNOMD

f The regression equation accounted for 34 percent of the variation in
‘é the dependent variable. Although the equation failed on cross validation, the
;:j authors believed research using this approach should continue. The only
.:? predictor in use by the Navy at this time was the 16PF-m. As discussed earlier,
i:g this test battery was a poor predictor of recruiter success and the Navy stopped
L+
\E using it for recruiter selection in 1976 (Ref. 13; p. 24].
; ,.,_-: 3.  Shupack
sg Shupack attempted to develop a profile of a successful recruiter
‘:' comprised of a combination of objective personal characteristics easily

-7

- obtainable from existing personnel records [Ref. 13]. She regressed six
o
f:j independent variables against a dependent variable designed to identify success,
» ‘l-.‘
™

mediocrity, or failure in the recruiting assignment. The independent variables

18

n were paygrade, education, years of service, Navy enlisted entrance test scores,
Q-‘-
..
\:f- previous rate (occupation), and scores on the 16PF-m. Her measure of
\"-
-." effectiveness was defined in terms of Navy Recruiting Command’s Honor Roll (five
ra -
,f: enlistments per month,. Successful performance was defined as completion of the
'
*:{ twenty-month test period and some level of Honor Role performance; mediocre
_.:-
=N performance was defined as remaining in the field for the test period and failure
..
-
.- was being transferred early.
./'.:
'&{ Using multiple regression on the whole sample and on various subgroups,
3 the explanatory factors explained a low fourteen and twenty-one percent of the
;:?
P
o
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I
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vartance 1n the case of successful and unsuccessful recrurters, res;pectiveoy,
Educat ton, pavgrade, and entrance test scores  explained the  most varrtanee amony,
successtul recrutters. For unsuccessful recruilters. the best predictors wers
rate, vears of service, and entrance test scores.
4. Elig, Gade, and Johnson

In a 1983 working paper, Elig, Jade and Johnson describea o "new
approach to recruiter selection research” [Ref. 4;. They suggested that previous
selection approaches (biographical information, personalily assessment, and
interest inventories) were vulnerable to compromise and probably would not be
usetul when recruiters were selected involuntarily. They aiso commested  on the
“criterion  problem,” acknowledging that most researchers had ool tound an
adequit e pertormance measure.  This studv had two object tves:

. To find predictors Lhat were readily avariable, stavie,  and secare
measures ol recruitter characteristics, and

b. To establish criteria that were readily available, objective
performance measures which differentiated among recrutit charac
teristics, secure and were relatively free from "opportunity bias.”

The Enlisted Master File (EMF) was nuserd as the data source tor
recrutter demographice  characteristics and the Military Enlistment Processing
statton Reporting System (MRS to acquire informalion on recruil characteristices.
Both tvpes of data are maintained routinely by the Army.

The authors hypothesized that the EMF  data would provide measures of
recrutter characteristics that would be wuseful 1n predicting productivitv as
measured by recruit characteristics taken from the MRS. They related recrurter
characteristics to recrult characteristics, and their criterion was adjusted for
opportunity bias. Brown et al. Ref. 5 carlier study accounted tor 8 percent
ot an  individual recruiter’s total production by using average total production
of all recrurters in the individual's District  Recruitting Command DRCY  as o
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. predictor, Elig ot al., adjusted their criterion by subtracting DRC average

:: production from the raw contract totals of each recruiter in the DRC.

The sample consisted ot 552 male and 60 female recruiters on production

during FY79. Characteristics that correlated with contract production were

tdenti1fied using analysis of covariance techniques.

In this study, the measures of opportunity bias (DRC Average

Production: explained 32 percent of the variance in productivity, comparcd to I8

A percent found by Brown et al. The remaining variance was believed to have

resulted trom  unmeasured opportunity bias, individual recruiter differcences, and

measurement errvor. All effects listed below were significant to at least the .01

level.

a. Receruiter Bducation.
Recrutters with  postsecondary education recrutted better educatced, bui
tower AFQT, male recruits.

- b.  AFOT.

i Hecruiter AFQT correlated positively with recruit AFQT in its "prime”
el market, high school diploma graduate and senior males (HSDG/SR) and had
. little impact on females or non-high school graduates (NHSG).

(@)

Gender.
Hecruiter gender had no effect on total numbers or quality of recrutts.

d. {‘S&g‘
:. Older recruiters contracted more male and fewer female recruits than
- vounger recruiters. They did this by underproducing high AFQT and
:. overproducing low AFQT recruits in the HSDG/SR market. [n total
: production younger males outproduced older males, while older females
outproduced younger females. Younger male recruiters outperformed

their female counterparts, while older females outperformed all others.

¢.  Rank.
Higher ranking recruiters achieved success in the HSDG,SR market by
contracting more low AFQT (category IV) recruits than lower ranking

LN
-,
® recrulters.
*

r. Ethnic Group.
l.ike recruirted like. Black recruilters enlisted the most  Blacks,
Hispanic recruiters enlisted the most Hispanics. Whiles Lhe most
\ whites, elc.
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': The results indicated that  recruitter demographic characteristics may be pretateaq
‘4
:: to recrult characteristlics when opportunity bias is removed, and Lhat demographic

aata may  be uscerul  for selecting recrulters from a non--volunteer pool. However

‘o

= several questions remalned:

N L. Would these findings be replicated wilh other samples and in other

> recruiting environments ({(e.g., where unemployment is higher. .~

t

Y 2. Why do tradeoffs exist between AFQT and education? Recruiters who
o’ penetrated the HSDG/SR market will so at the expense of AFQT.

< 3. Are these relationships likely to continue? The data tn  this paper
A were simple correlations and were not tied to a well reasoned theorv.

At the end of Lheir paper, the authors mentioned t(hat thev would

‘o attempt to crossvalidate this paper’s results and develop a Lheoreticai
n rationale for them.

2 Ditferences in recruiting performance by racc may indicate un
g intentional opportunity bias because of deliberate (but unofficial) stationing ol

Pl )
.

s "e e

minorities in arcas with large minority populations.

e

Age related differences in performance may also refleclt an inhercut

opportunity bias in the case of older (and higher ranking) recruiters who often

have duty assignments {(i.e., station commander) 1involving responsibilities :in

4 5 g s
[ B PR

addition to recruiting.

-4
0

F. Overview

-

This review has identified extensive literature on the recruiter

‘ - .. ‘ /
Y AR WL A AR

selection problem. Although a considerable amount of relevant work has been

undertaken, the results generally were disappointing. Two distinct types of

factors have been examined for their utility in predicting whether or not an
individual would be a successful recruiter. One class of factors includes those

for which intormation can be found in standard military personnel files., Many

>
studies used traditional uapalytical methods such as  regression analvsis to

v

‘ determine  whether recrutter productivily could be predicted by various
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N combinations of  factors. [f these factors could be identified, (hey could be
N
_\‘:\.
\¢¥ ased to select for recruiting duty those individuals with the highest provabiiiis
WA
e
( ¢ ol success. The most frequently used personnel file type variables were age,
\\
O Jender, rank, education, entrance test scores, etc.
N
‘:¢‘ The other class of factors are various personality characteristics.
L} o
o
t "ast studies show that many researchers understood, at least intuitively, that
F‘ .‘_.
‘-' ‘.. : < 5 o M )
e successful recruiters possess some common personality characteristics. A wide
AR . . - . .
Y variety of specific tests have been developed to measure personality
P - .‘.
] characteristics and have been wused with varying amounts of success. Table &
Ns,
o summarizes the individual characteristics that prior sludies have indicated as
‘.'.\
AR o . .
N significantly related to being a successful recruiter.
WS
e
SR
A . L . o ,
RN lable 6. Summary of characteristics related to recruiter success:
.".. ~
.-‘. kN
{ age (older if female, younger if male) Self-motivated
~oe HMarital status Ambit ious
e oa .
A Education Desire to excel
:}f Pavgrade Aggressive
n:y Length of service Dominant
;) \FQT scores Confident
s Racial match Enthusiastic, positive
K4 'lans ahead Mature
e lses systematic approach in prospecting Financially stable
L] L) . .
,C Knowledgeable about recruiting Extroverted
.jﬁy Sales experience Enjoys working with others
A
® Verbal fluency Spontaneous
e Persuasiveness Influences others
Jﬁa Communicates effectively Well groomed
"
{ :;*
o
~
e
O Most of tne past research on recruiter selection suffered from one or more ol the
P
,¢n$ same  serious [laws: puor criterion measurement, lack of knowledge of the
4 x;'.
b}
' . . . . .
e recruiter job, and failure of results to remain significant upon cross-
' 9. »
¥
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':: validation. As a result, findings of many of these studies are of questionabie
| -
A
A value.
“‘
] The criterion problem, or measuring recruiter performance in a reliabie
..}.'
B, and valid manner, was probably the single most important reason why past research
g
~ . . - . . . o .
" explained relatively little variance in recruiter productivity. Rescarchers useo
-
: 3 various measures of performance as their dependent variable, such as supervisory
»
o
:;: rat ings, school performance, percent of quota achieved, and totaul number of
o,
Pe (s enlistments, only to find that each measure suffered from its own set of
L)
' wealknesses.  For exumple, although recruiter production f{igures were ousv Lo
a8
e . A . . . ,
’ny obtaln and use, the measure was contaminated by market factors not related to
Co
o individual recruitter productivity. Researchers have worked on this  problem with
.
o3 some success,  but more work on  ilncorporating market factors inte rocrutio:
e success models 1s needed.
---.

.- Recent work has integrated lessons Llearned from eariicr studies.
s Production measures have become more sophisticated, attempting to account for the
N pvowerful influence of "opportunity bias,” or the effects of geographic, socto

=2
7 economlc and organizational variables on individual vrecruiter productivity.

b

i,. ‘omprehens cve job analysis has provided a  grealer understanding of what Lhe
- ‘-.
;?:, recrutler’s job  really is. Yet, despite the increased sophistication of recent
~

"{ work, a reliable profile of the successful recruiter is still not generally
®
" agreed upon. Statistically significant findings are scarce, and very few results
2 W)

h_':

gy remain swgnificant atter cross-validation.
'ty Further research needs to be undertaken in the area of determining an
o effircient and effective set of decision criteria for selecting individuals with
S

s
] "’"' - N . N
[7. high likelihood of becoming successful recruiters. The set of factors identified
.-
L ‘..'
o, tn table 6 are too numerous to be efficient for selection criteria. They musl be
W
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reduced to o more manageable total. These sets of individual atiributes should
then be evaluated to determine how important each one 1s in selecting potentially
( successi{ul  recruiters. Expert systems 1s one method that offers promisc of
substantial gains in obtaining an efficient and effective set of selection

N criteria for ldentifyving potentially successful recruiters.
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I11. METHODOLOGY

A. Multiattribute Utility Theory

Traditional methods for identifying the personal characteristics which are
associated with recruiter success rely on the existence of reliable and valid
measures of both the relevant personal attributes and of recruiter performance.
The literature and data review in Chapter II indicate that such information is
not available from personnel data files and, in particular, that the "criterion
problem”, or lack of a measure to use in explaining variance in recruiter
productivity based solely on individual differences, prohibits the successful
application of multivariate statistical techniques.

The process used by USAREC to select its USAR recruiters is subjective and
is based on the experience, knowledge, judgment and intuition of the selecting
officials. (This process is described in Chapter 1I.) Selection board members
review applications, conduct interviews and then make individual evaluations and,
finally, come to a collective decision as to the probability that an applicant
would be a successful recruiter. One approach to the development of a model for
recruiter selection would be to incorporate the elements of this subjective
process into the model-building procedure.

Some experts in the process of social decision making believe that decisions
Disagreements over policy decisions generally hinge on disagreements about
values. Often, although those in conflict may agree about the relative
dimensions of value, they disagree about the relative importance of various
goals. Some aspects of value are matters of objective information, expertise, or
both. [Ref. 25; p. 326].

Edwards has suggested that organizational decisions should depend on some
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atnd ol socual consensus or agprepation of individual  views, rather  thao on oanv
Sy ie  individual's  views. He proposed the use of multiratitribute utilioy
measurement as a solution to the problems encountered in this arena.  This method
cun o speli out explicitly  the values of cach group participant, show now amd biow
auch they ditfer and, 1n the process, reduce the extent of such differences itef.
250 p. 327

Fdwards’' measurement technique could be applied to USAREC’s recruiter
selection procedure. [ts group process is affected by differing values among
adroup members and by tuking into account objective informalion rvegarding
recrulter selection as well as relevant expertise among group members or other
experts.  USAREC could define a set of values for recruiter selection.

This technique is based on extensive use of simple rating procedures. &Bvoery
dectsion may have vaiue on a4 number of different dimensions. Mult tattribute:
utility measurement attempts to discover those values, one dimension at a time,
and aggregate them across dimensions using a suitable aggregation rule and

welghting procedure. The procedure for obtaining group consensus has ten sleps.

They are listed briefly below:

L. Identify the person(s) or organization(s) whose utilities are to be
maximized.
2. Identify the issue(s; (decisions;) to which the utilities needed arc

relevant.

3. Identify the entities to be evaluated. (For the Army Recrulting
Command, these might be recruiter applicants.)

4. ldentity the relevant dimensions of value for ecvaluation of the
entities. (Specify a simple list of goals that seem 1mportant for the
purpose al hand.

. Rank the dimensions in order of  importance. ' This  can be done
individually or i1n groups.,

. Hate dimensions in importance, preserving  ratios. How much more
tmportant 1s one dimension than another?;

e
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st 7. sum Lhe 1mportance weilghts, and divide each by tne suwa. This
- computation converts itmportance weights 1nto measures which are simolar
o to probabilities.

"t
{ 3. Measure the location of each entity being evaluated on ecach dimension.

3 . . .
et 9. Calculate utilities for entities as follows:
YRON U = wywiy, and wy = I. gn |

:} U, is the aggregate utility for the 1th entity while w, 1s tuc
a0 normalized importance weight of the jth dimension of value, and u;, is
\:) the rescaled position of the ith entity on the jth dimension. Thus w-
5 is the output of step 7, and ui; 1is the output of step 8. This

J;: equation is the formula for a weighted average.

,fii L9, Decide by maximizing U;. T1f a subset of I 1is to be chosen, then the
- subset for which U, 1s maximum is best. [Ref. 25; pp. 328-329..

Eﬂ: 3. Expert Systems

Eﬂi The application of the principles of multiattribute utiliiy theory to
‘jgi complex decision-making environment such as recruiter selection requires the use

obf sophisticated tools for extracting hnowiedge about recrulter success ot org
from those who have wide experience in this area. Some method must ailso be found
for weighting the various factors identified by individual experts in recruiter
selection and, finally, a synthesis of expert opinion should be obtained.

Expert systems technology provides an approach to decision making support

C) whicn  c<an  incorporate multiattribute utility concepts. While there 13 wide
Y 4 . - . . .
R diversity in the structure and computer requirements of expert or knowledgo-based
[ e}
" -.; . . .
¥l systems, recent developments have made some systems available for use with
g
) :4
microcomputers and this represents an important potential source of ussistance in
'—-
N . . s
R the development of models for personnel selection [Ref. 26]
L
x o , . . .
v Artiticial  intelligence 1s the wumbrella term used to describe a st ol
e
‘\...‘ .
9. technologies designed to make computers imitate aspects of human thought. Expert
b
N, 4 . _ ,
N svstems talong with robotics  and natural  language processing)  is one specttn
L
:: direction that this general area of rescarch has taken [Ref. 27.
-
X IExpert svstems are computer programs which use  the knowledpe  of oxperts
o
o .
' 433
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about a  specitic problem to simulate the application of human expertise "o solse
the problem. Specific information such as the characteristics ol cooruiior
applicants: 1s combined with procedures tor drawing inlerences and reaciitng
conclusions about that information (i.e., the selection decision . I'ese
programs are quite different [roum other computer programs in that thev use ruices
vhueristics) to reach an acceptable solution to a problem rvalner than using
mathematical analysis (algc-ithms) to find an optimal or correct solution.  The
expert system program itself contains a set of instructions which enable 1L to
create these rules or procedures by querying experts in the problem areca.  The
sub jective aspects of decision making which characterize solutions to comple:n
problems like personnel selection can thus be incorporated into the program,

The steps in the development of an expert system are as tollows:

l. A ’toolbuilder’ or designer constructs a gencral program or shell which
can be used to collect knowledge and determine rules for solving manv
specific problems. The expert system building tool 1s a programming

language especially suited to the construction of knowledge-based

systems. LISP and PROLOG are the two languages used for this purpose.

There are many versions of both languages available. The programming

skills necessary for constructing an expert system shell "from scratch”

are not widely distributed. The builders of particular expert systems
frequently acquire these shells from others rather than building them
iRef. 28j.

2. A "knowledge engineer"” 1s someone skilled and experienced 1n the pro
cess of obtaining the knowledge of experts in a t{ficeld. He she
interviews "domain or area experts"” who are thosc known lor producing
good solu- tions to the particular type of problem under study. This
is called the "knowledge acquisilion” phase.

The knowledge engineer then organizes the knowledge he or  she has
obtained and decides how (o represent (t 1n the expert svstem.  Thice
techniques used most frequently in building  expert svstems are vules,
semant ic nets, and frames. The rule-based method uses [y conditron
and THEN (action) statements and 1s  the most commonly utiiized. I'hes
other two methods use a network  of nodes  connectoed by relations and
ovganized into a hicerarchy. Each technique suitts the representation ol
particu  lar kinds of knowledge causal [inkages, Jdoeduct ive processes,
relat - 1onal knowledge, classitication, ete.  (Hef.o 24U

The reasoning mechanism @ Vintorence engine” . used by the  proveoam whoc!

H
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contreils the cvaluat:on ot o peotioem o evaluales  the rutes snothe
Knowledge base 18 selccted DY the  hnowledge englneer  and 1$s usualls

o ‘,././

L

erther torward  chatneny, o bhadkward chalnhing. Forwara cbioining at

’
o .
4

.

tempts tu redch d sodl glven some palt il 50ate L 1s Tdata driven”
white backward chaininy works  rom a4 avpothests to seck the evidenceoe
data  that will support it.

17 nggn e,

-

PN A

somet 1tmes the users ol expert svstems programs acquire this part ot the
expert system . or some aspects obf  this element, from knowledge engi -
neers who have built svstems to solve problems similar to  the one the
) ] user 1s addressing. The kinds of expertise needed for knowledge engi-
. neering are relatively rare. [t 1s often cost-effective to purchasce an
"off the shelf” expert system program which has been designed so that
the end-user can build a svstem for a particular application with oniv
very limited understanding or knowledge of engineering techniques
Hef, 28,

Sh by By

»
‘-
.

9. Finally, the user of the expert system unolies the computer softwarc by
giving the program specific data and asking for a choice or decision to
be made.  Expert systems have been used successfully to solve a varicly
of problems such as medical diagnosis, budget analvsis, automatico
speech recognition, and mechanical design specification. Prob | oms
which do not have a unique answer, which are not successtfuliv soived |
using alygorithms, and for which there are exports availabie are candi
dates for expert systems approaches. Personnel selection falls inwou
this category of potential application arcas but very limited work has

- been done as yet in this field [Ref. 26].
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o o An Expert System for Recruiter Selection

. The peculiar characteristics of the recruiter selection problem dictated tie
- chotee of an expert svstem that would support a decision when no criterion

. varitable  was  available for the development of an empirical model. Mainframe

o artiftcial intelligence programs often can deal with a breadth of problems which

oy are not  encountered i1n  the recruiter selection environment and would have made
®
- the application unnecessarily complex. The expert system selected for usc in

sy R

examininuyg the USAR recruiter question, EXPERTB7, provides the required ability to

id
o’

1

Y5

T operate wn the absence of a well defined dependent variable. It  does not embody
:u necdiessiy complex  simulations of  human reasoning and, in addition, it presents
~"_-

;: the tnteract ton of experts with a knowledge base and Lhe results inoa way that s
:5

i? ecastly waderstood by experts and other users. This program can be operated wilh
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a personal computer and thus can be used at many more locations than would be Lhe

case with a mainframe expert system.

The developer of EXPERT87 has classified his sysiem as one of a tvpe he
calls Quasiartificial Intelligence (QAI), {(Ref. 30, a less ambitious variant of
artificial inteiligence (AL, QAl systems avoid many of the prttails of
tradition1l AI approaches because they do not attempt to simulate so many aspects
of human reasoning processes.

These systems build on a well-defined format for the problem space. Math

ematically, a QAl problem space is hierarchical and geometric, as opposed to

N

AP . . . . . . ) .

P linguistic or symbolic, as tn Al. QAIl systems present the attributes of decision
-’_‘1‘_

L . ) . .

‘S alternatives by means of: (1) well-structured profiles of hypothetical cuse
N '- f'

‘.’ data, rather  than by descriplive phrases; (2. queries requicing etther bioary o

probabalistic judgments on the part of the experts: or (3) by means of hvpolhet:-
cals which require the expert to rely on plausible rules. Ref. 28, p.3,.

The program selected provides a format for gathering intuilive knowledge
quickly from experts and in a manner that permits verifiable estimation ot the
trustworthiness of the expert systems that emerge. The method generales hier-
archical profiles of hypothetical alternatives (in this case, recrutters..  The
software generates attribute values for each profile or alternative which opti-
mizes the probuability that the expert‘s resulting modcl correctly represents the
expert‘s intuitive knowledge. |[Ref. 30; p. 4;.

D. The Successful Recruiter Model

o e

;Qf Figure 2 depicts the hierarchy developed to model the profile  of a success

@

"-4 "

SAL LA

ful recrutter, The goal ot the model is to identify and weight the charactor- -

A}
-

isties of the successful recruiter and this goal appears as  the node ot the top

of the hirerarchy.
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5 Bused on the lilerature review and on discussions with experts 1n the ro-
e
:{f cruiting fleid, characteristics believed to be related to recruiter success were
AT : . , ‘ .
i"- identilied (sec Table 6, Chapter II) and organized into logical categorics.
iaﬁ These groupings Lncluded:
{}: 1. Communication skills,
.f} 2. Demographic characteristics,
( ~ 3. Military background,
b 4. Personality characteristics,
e 5. Behnavior characteristics,
;:{f 6. Specific experience.
o
hifb These “"dimensions” become the largest branch nodes of the hierarchy. The charuc—
teristics or "attributes” within each dimension appear bel~~ these nodes in Fig-
%':\' .
Sy . -
e ure 2, and are specified as follows:
v
o s \ . . .
o L. Communication Skills
WY

Public Speaking Skills-The recruiler’s ability to stand before a group
of people and convey information so as to motivate an audience 1is
thought to be an attribute a successful recruiter possesses.

‘;ﬂ Writing Skills—-Although a recruiter’s job involves very little writing,
( it is such a large part of communicating that it was included in the
o model. :

a -

- -
:\{. Listening Skills-Many of the recruiters who tested this model believe
.\L: that listening skills are the most important aspect of a recruiter’s
u:- communication. By asking open-ended questions and carefully listening
) to an applicant, the successful recruiter can provide information
P targeted specifically at the needs and desires identified by the
f:j individual.

LA

j}: Informing-The  successful recruiter  has the ability. to recall
i& information necessary to 1inform the applicant effectively on all
® aspects of military life.

>

_f} Persuading-The successful recruiter must be able to close the sale.
P .

b 2. Demographic Characteristics

'3' Age-An older recruiter may not be able to relate to a youny applicant,
:g - while a very youthful recruiter does not have enough experience to help
:\: an applicant.

A

;Q: Family Support-An aspect of recruiting that affects the probability

o that a recruiter will be successful 1s the issue of family support,

L]
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particularly of the spouse. Kecruiting duty often means lLiviny 1n
arcus away from a military communityv  and services the family depends
upon. Living awavy from military commissaries, exchanges, and medical
facilities «can create or  increase financial hardship and - tress or
families. Recruiting also 1nvolves long hours, weekend work, and
travel away {rom home.

Armed Forces Qualifying Test AFQT)-The literature sugpests Lo

intelligence 1s directly related to recruiter success.

College Experience-Education and Armed Services Vocational Aptitude
Battery (ASVAB} scores are often used as readily available measures of
intelligence.

Military Background

Iav -grade -The recrutters who tested this model all felt that the most

successtul recruiters are E-6's, E-5's and E-7's are next. 2nd £ 55
and E 9's  last. E-4’s and below do not possess the necessary

expertence  to be successful and E-8’s and E-9's tend to irtimidarte
applircants,

Yeurs of Service Active) A recruiter must  have experience  n the
service n order to have credibilily,

Years ol Service [eserve; For reserve recrutters, some experioenoe o o
reserve unit 1s necessary 1n order to sell the candidate oo reser.s
Life.

Personality Characteristics

Self-Image~The successful recruiter has a positive self tmage and
outstanding military bearing.

Integrity-This attribute was often selected as  the most tmportant
characteristic within this dimension. A recruiter wiho lacks tiis
altribute is likely to recruit fraudulent enlistments and to be removed
carly from recruiting duty.

Extroverted- The successful recruiter is interested 1n others and s
oulgoing.

Sense of Humor-This may help a recruitcr enjoy the job, and mav help
keep him/her on an even keel in a verv demanding job.

People-Oriented -The successful recruiter enjovs working with people.
Behavior Characteristics
self starter A recrutter’s  job entadls  working alooce. The recrurter

must be able to motivate himselt/herseif to  initiate  the complete
Lasks.

44
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o Commiiment-To be successful, the recruiter must like his/her job and be

ek Commitment ) ,
g committed to 1t.

_.-__.

g Flexibility-A successf{ul recruiter must be able to adapt to his. her

3 2 T e s .

environment and change plans on a moment’s notice.

P ) -
- Altention to Detail-To be successful, the recruiter should be abice to

u:} plan activities over various time periods. He/she must aiso De

e organized so as not to forget a single detail.

R

W .

Decisiveness-The successful recruiter must be able to make a decision
on his/her own.

',)

5. Specific Experience
Sales Experience-Civiliuan sales experience may be a substitute ftor
recruiting experience, since recruiters are often described uas
SN salespeople.
AN
- Public Speakinyg Experience~A person with public speaking experience has
o presented information to groups and has an advantage over other
"
<o recrulters.
Counselling Experience-A recruiter with prior counselling experioace
has advised individuals and helped them to make decisions.
For each of the six dimensions described, the model will generate a
number of hypothetical profiles which each expert will evaluate. The software

takes the expert through evaluations of attributes within cach dimension and

l.l .l. l. l'

evaluations of the relative importance of dimensions. A specially constructed

set. ol attribute values 1s constructed for each attribute which defines the

lﬂﬁfkku‘

\
ey . , L v
L dimension. The larger the number of attributes within the dimension, tne morve
[}
'\:%
’:,: profiles the system will generate for expert assessment. This is necessarv to
- -
® : . .
S8 provide sufficient sample size.
RN
T Each profile 1s presented in graphic form for the expert to examince,
RN
na . . . . . .
" reflect on, and assess, as depicted in Figure 3. For each dimension, experts use
A2 p
St thetr own knowledge, experience, and intuition to evaluate individual recruar!oer .
’ P ’

e

candidates having  profiles of attributes tor that dimension. The assessment is

z
»

o)
e

| BE )

bascd on the scale shown at the bottom of the graph. The expert enters o score

-
»
P

2 ea®,
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Figure 3. Profile assessment screen,
N communication skills dimension
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trom 00 to 9 depending on his. her overall evaluation of that individual. [his
procedure is then repeated for each dimension in the model.

Once Lhe last profile has been evaluated, the soflware compictes 1ts
mathemat ical routines and stores functional relationships between altributes and
dimensions. Now that the expert system is in place, it can evaluate real alter-
natives based on each expert’s expertise. An additional profile is displaved and
evaluated based on the expert system just created. After the expert enters h:s

her assessment, the system displays its predicted value of that oxpert’s asscss

<

ment . With reasonable care, the expert’s response should be accurate to within
nv‘
l}i‘ five or six percent of the system’s findings.
o
o One of the most important evaluation tools contained in Lhe program is
oo
o Yhe Fudelity index.  This index  indicates how successful  the program  was n
-«
:tﬁ- deveiroplng an expert system  that correctly models the experl’s own intuiticos.

:;- If Fidelity is less than 80 percent, there is a strong indication thuat the
( expert’s evaluations were inconsistent, which means that the intuiltive or
v
Hs o i ’ '
o cognitive processes underlying the expert’s assessments were not used 1in 2
N
oy consistent way
I T ) )
N
ftelative weirghts are calculated for each expert, indicating the
Y
" 0 . . . -
= relative umportance of each attribute or dimension. The software determines jor
e . , . . _ . A
- cach expert, the shape of the function relating each attribute to the dimension
-.'
!. or concept, whether 1t 1s positive or negative, monotonic or non-monotonic,
b -
-F::-
paie lincar, convex, or concave.
"Ca)
b"i
This ntormation provides the experl with a better understanding of
14
?, his - her infuirtive processes and personal values. Thie sign  of  the non iinear
I-'
s component b actunlly the second derivat ive of the concept under evaluation with
K4
| :‘, ‘
\; respect to the  attribute. Posttive signs 1ndicate U-shaped tunctions, and
Js
.
_-:;. 5 :
o |
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g |
~.. |
o
~
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N
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oo negative signs  Lndicate  functions which rise to g peak, accelerating at o
‘N decreasing pace, and then reversing. {(f an attribute has o refiativels tarpc
5

e

{ ] linear component, this 1mpllies that the value of the concept increases Lincarisy

e
:’» with the magnitude of the attribute. If the relative weights also contamn o
N
o significant negative non-linear component, this implies a leveling off, or a
L
NI, reversal of this trend for the larger magnitudes of the attribute. Ref. 28 pp.

-, :

N 84-85].

vy
2 . L
Ny At no time does the program ask the expert to indicate the importance
Ml
: of each attribute. This information is generated by the program based on the
.

! . . . o . . L
" expert’s evaluation of profiles of individual candidates with specific measucod
"-f:

A quantities of each attribute. The Fidelity index is then used as an indicator of
o

g& how accuratelv the model simulates the expert. [Ref. 28; p. 85/1.

ﬁ - - 13
A E. Expert Selection and Model Application
) -

'i' For the recrulter selection problem, the experts selected were currently on
an recrutting duty and widely regarded as successful, or recruiter instructors who
ft had been successtul in the field. Six of the experts were AGR recruiters, four
o of them field recruiters from Indiana battalions and two instructors at the

%

recrulier school at Fort Benjamin Harrison, Indianapolis. Ten additional Active

a

=

S . ; H

N Jutv recrutter i1nstructors at the school were also included.
g
;L: This test group is very small. [t was not selected to be either a random or
ﬁ{ representat ive sample bul rather, it provided a conveniently sized group for use
\':: _
- in developing and evaluating a prototype model. Expert systems methodology
o

~ usually proceeds  in this way, by choosing "recognized experts,” valher than by

=R

exhaustive ainterviewing of many subjects. Further work should involve using the

-

>
-t
PR &

Pormat For  knowledyge  acquisition developed here to elictl  responses  [vom

AR
~

individual experts  chosen by those who are qualified to recognize exceptional
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ability 1n recruiter sciection.

The model was used to creale an expert svstem for each ol these 16 capoert

recrutters.

in Chapter 1IV.

Similarities and differences among the expert systems are analvzed

In addition, & compusite model was constructed using the mean

sceres of the 16 experts and this 1s compared with the individual models as weid

as with a "patchwork"” model which represents another technique for combining the

results for a group of experts.

Trends and relative weights among dimensions and attributes were also con

sidered to determine 1f a cousistent,

clearly identifiable profile of a success-

ful recruiter emerges. Finally, an evaluation of hypothetical recruiler apptii-

cants was examined to compare the ratings of the same applicants by all the ox-

pert svstems.
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[V. ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

A. Dimensions
o
ix: Table 7 (USAR recruiters) and Table B (RA recruiters) present the relative
;~' weights assigned to the model’'s six dimensions by each of the sixteen experts.

.'u x"-

The weights in each column sum to (approximately) one and may be interpreted as

U ]
.

the relative importance of one dimension in relation to the others. For example,

"‘
P
WSt
.
e

_{ﬂ‘ Expert 1's weight for the Demographic Characteristics dimension is 0.321, which
g
N 13 approximately 6 times as important as the Behavior Characteristics dimension
jzzz which has a relative weight of 0.05. A more detailed display for each expert 1is
Ei; contained in Appendix A.

LY

i;- The weighting schemes (Tables 7 and 8) for the two types of recruiters both

«

SR show the greatest relative value given to the communication skills dimension

K
LGN
T

(.285 for USAR and .454 for RA). The weights for the other five dimensions do

not follow the same pattern for Reserve and Active Duty recruiters.

Ef Table 9 (USAR recruiters) and Table 10 (RA recruiters) display the expert
B .-

2.
,3:- systems’ most important, second most important, and least important dimensions
:> along with their relative weights for the two recruiter groups. Communication
h . Skills, Demographic Characteristics, and Personality Characteristics were the
’ most important dimensions for the USAR Recruiters. Military Background and
"{- Behavior Characteristics were next in importance, and Specific Experience was
b3
:ix: judged least important of the six dimensions. The Active recruiters judged
4 ,p:
'”?: Communication Skills, Personality Characteristics, and Behavior Characteristics
9.

. as the most important dimensions. Military Background, Specific Experience, and
f.“ Demographic Characteristics were all much less important. Hence, the main
i}i difference between RA and USAR recruiters lay in the Demographic dimension which
-Qi. was of greater importance to the Reserve recruiters.
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- Table 7. Relative weights of dimensions,

:- Reserve recruiters

v Expert

:~ Dimension

:\ Communication Demographic Military Personality Behavior Specific
- skills characteristics background characteristics =~ experience

\

) 1 .305 .321 .069 .190 .050 .065

2 .299 176 .045 .128 .123 .229
o 3 .245 .191 .067 . 188 . 127 . 182

; 4 . 267 .052 .517 .023 .086 .055
o

' 5 . 140 .338 . 147 . 188 .096 .092

- 6 .277 .096 .076 .269 .228 . 054

[
. Mean .285 . 173 . 147 . 167 .136 .092
{
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Expert

Communication

Table 8.

Demographic

Dimension

Military

Relative weights of dimensions,
Regular Army recruiters

Personality

Behavior Specific

skills characteristics background characteristics experience
7 .283 .098 . 137 .250 .171 .061
8 .437 .048 .035 .257 . 106 .118
S .111 172 .153 . 296 . 152 .116
10 .546 .054 . 105 .060 .214 .021
11 . 300 . 120 .181 . 155 .305 .020
12 .448 . 087 .092 .080 .118 . 175
13 .297 .007 . 102 .275 .245 .075
14 .381 .089 .089 .074 .208 . 159
15 .242 . 167 . 162 .221 . 138 .071
16 .402 .272 .119 .079 .057 .071
Mean .434 .049 .078 . 194 . 189 .056
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A
\‘.‘.
e
{ ¢ Expert Most second most Least
s important important Lnpor tant
3 "
e e
P,
W ) . .
-:4-'_‘ 1 Demographic Communicat ton Bohav ot
A characteristics skills characterist tos
) .32l . 305 U5
BN
> . _ . o
e 2 Communication Specific Military
AT - -
e skills experience background
Lo .299 .22 L0445
3 Communication Demographic Military
s skills characteristics background
_ﬁ{i .245 . 191 067
o , . : . o
N <+ Military Communication Personatiiv
L) .
.'S background skills characteris:los
k., LOL7 L2687 CLll
ASAN
<.
:\»; ~ L. . . .
,:a; 5 Demographic Personality Speciiiie
Fala characteristics characteristics eXperience
::ﬁ .338 .118 .05
pr— b Communication Personality Specitic
. . : .
et skills characteristics experience
'xj# 277 .269 . 054
:if
:nj- Mean Communication Demographic Speciic
skills characteristics exper e
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Repular Army recruriers

Least
tmportant

Specific
experlence
.06l

Demographic
characteristics
. 048

Communication
skills
L

Specific
expoerience

(bR
-4

Specitic
experience
. 020

Personality
characteristics
.080

Demographic
characteristics
075

Personality
characteristics
.074

Specific
experience
.071

Behavior
.071
Demographic

characleristics
. 0498

Pl
.‘.'A
S . :
‘SN taple 10, Most, least mwportant dimensions,
~ -
\--\
-~
napery Most Second most
2 impottant important
‘\.'F‘. ......
P e
A %
s A
~ n Communicalion Personality
i . . .
= skills characteristics
L2483 .250
3 Communication Personality
skills characteristics
.437 . 257
Y Personality Demographic
<. characteristics characteristics
- - . .
,ﬁ, L2Ub 172
SN
‘ -P_\J ) )
'*uj N Communication Behavior
‘ skills
vy L5l . 300
P
Rt Cl Behavior Communicat ion
‘s, skills
e . 305 . 300
e id Communicat ion Specific
At skills experience
e .448 175
P - ) < R . .
T L3 Communication Personality
’Ji skilis characteristics
297 275
- Ld .
SN Ll Communication Behavior
- " l" .
NN skills
o . 381 .208
M LY
. - et ) . . R
o~ 15 Communication Personality
“~ . - .
Sty skills characteristics
S 240 an
. DS 29 Ly
e
L . N .
f:, i Communi cat Lon Demographic
B skills characteristics
7. .H02 .272
A
) e Communicat ton Personality
NN skills characteristics
. 434 194
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L. Attributes

Gt

The wmportance ol the attributes within cach of the six dinensions s

P -
discussed below. Further detail for all attributes within dimensions is
S5 L .
-~ contained 1n Appendix A.
by
- L. Communication Skills
-'
\ The attributes within the Communication Skills dimension are Pupiic
tj Speaking Skills, Writing Skills, Listening Skills, Informing, and Persuading.
-7 Table 11 displays the Reserve experts’ judgments about the attributes of ihe
s
. Communication Skills dimension. Three of the six USAR Recruiters judged
’:
iﬁ Persuading most important, while two thought Listening was most important, and
fia)
--N v . N . . . . .
”") one felt Informing was (he most important communication skill. Five of the sixn
"
L
‘!: USAH Recruiters felt Writing Skills was the least important attribute  in thirs
-‘_':-
o dimension, and one indicated that Public Speaking Skills was least wmportant.
o - . . . | . ‘
F. - Similarly, the Active recruiters judged Persuading as mosl important. in
<
{

seven of the ten cases, as shown in Table 12. Two felt Listening was mosti

important and one considered Informing the most important attribute within the

.k)’¢5_

Communication Skills dimension. The Active recruiters also felt that Writiag

Skills were least important in  half the cases. Public Speaking Skills werc

o
iﬂj selected as least important in three cases, Persuading in one case, and Informiny
-~
§ '-::
1}; 1N one casc.
o . .
x 2. Personality Characteristics
b The Personality Characteristics dimension includes  Selt- bmapee,
L. [ntegrity, Extroverted, Sense of Humor, and People-Oriented. As shown 1o Tables
.. . . . . N
;;: 17 and 11, both the USAR and Active recruiters consistently identified Inteprity
\ ':..
N a8 the most wmportant attribute within the Personality Characleristics dimension.
e
¥, . . )
\A& sense of Humor and People Oriented werc judged as the least wmportant altribute
i_\i'
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Table Ll.

most/least important attributes,

Most
important

Informing
.291

Listening
.353

Persuading
.357

Persuading
b7

Listening
.444

Persuading

. 397

Persuading
313

bl

~ N S A T N R AR L
.!\“ \ .. ol‘m M \)‘ o,

.

Communication skills dimension,
Reserve recruiters

Least
mportant

Writing
.063

Writing
.028

Writing
L0411

Writing
. 088

Writing
.051

Public
speaking
.0i6

Writ ing
.041
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Table 12. Communication skills dimension,
most, least important altributes, Regular Army recruiters

P4
AP S

-
) .,
A

r 5 % 4T,
0T
S

¥l

Pt

Expert Most Least
lmportant important
o 7 Persuading Writing
! 7\ .333 . 106
{:;Q 3] Informing Persuadiny,
OO .319 .083
kb ™ .
YA
S ¢ . 1
9 Persuading Public
speaking
- .466 .056
o
s . CL
;m:a LG Persuading Wriling
e:uj . 370 .061
- tl Listening Pub ito
ﬁ;f speaking
. L3118 L0YC
: 2 Persuading Informiny
.450 .079
.
fn:- 13 Persuading Writing
- .440 .033
i
fh » . . -
o L Listening Public
) Speaklug
s .332 . 085
o
[ 15 Persuading Writing
‘:nj 31l 024
o
® lo Persuading Writing
o .346 .024
L) ..",L
)::‘: Mean Persuading Writing
- . 364 RIDN
-
e ‘
r
N
-\-I'. »

N
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Table 13. Personality characteristics dimension,
most, least 1mportant attributes, Heserve recrurtoers
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Table
most /s loust

Expert

<

10

1l

13

lo

Mean

ﬂ."\,,\_,\' \'r-s. \.‘ A ‘ .\. }

L[4, Personalily characteristics
tmportant attributes,

v o - -
\-\.\N\}-‘\*v

Most
tmportant

Integrity
417

Integrity
L3562

Repular

Extroverted

.339

Integrity
.537

Integrity
. 348

Integrity
.812

Integrity
.505

Integrity
.360

Integrity
.583

Integrity
.618

Extroverted

.507

i, YA

o .-\“ o ""ﬁ',

dimension,

Army recruiters

Leust
tmportant

sense ol humor

L0445

Sel f- image
.06bo

People oriented
.032

People oricented
.070

Sense of humor
L0784
Sense of humor

. 100

Sense of humor
.032

People oriented

.062

Sense of humot
.044

Sensce of humor
.039

Sense of humor
.064
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within this dimension.

3. Behavior Characteristics

ATAZEASAPY

( The atlributes within this dimension are Scelf -Starter, Commitment,
~
': Flexibility, Attention to Detail, and Decisiveness. Tables 15 and 16 reveal the
,‘\
W . . . . . . . . " .
; experts’ judgments within  the Behavior Characteristics dimension. UsAR ind
"ol
1 . . . . : S , , )
; Active recruiters again agree in their judgment of Self-starter and Commlilment as
-
- the most important attribute within this dimension. Decisiveness and Flexibility
2y appear most trequently as the least important attribute.
2,
: ‘i Military Background
<9 Miittary Background attributes i1nclude Pavgrade, Years ol Scrvicoe
<&
-‘J A ; ~ - : . . - .
e Actitver and Years of Service (Heserve). Among these attributes, Tables 17 and
o
| : . . . . . . . .
. 3 oandireate that both tyvpes of recruitters judged overall expericence, us wtndioated
. bv Pavgrade, to be most itmportant. Reserve recruiters considered  Active dute
e
:f oxperience least important, while Active Duly Recruiters guve the least weisht to

Heserve experlence.

»
Lo
3. Demographic Characteristics

Or

‘. . . . . . . .

o’ The attributes within the Demographic Characteristics dimension are
X Age, Family Support, AFQT, and College Experience. Tables 19 and 20 presens
-
k-2 . . . . . . . .

o evaluat tons of attributes on  this dimension. AFQT and Family  Support were
N

" consistently judged as  the most 1mportant attribute by both USAR and Active
e

- Ntecruiters.  Almost all of the recruiters considered Age and College Experience
- relatively unwmportant.

i 5. Specific Experience

L

" Spectitie Experience includes Sales Experience, Public  speaking

Expertence, and Counselling  Experience. As 1ndicated in Table 21, Hescrve

. . .
A

recrutters emphasized the tmportance of Sales Experience and gave the et
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Teble 15, Behavior charactertstics dimension,
most, least wmportant atlributes, Reserve recruiters
Expert Most Least
Lmportanl mportant
1 Attention to detail Flexibility
13 051
2 Commitment Decisiveness
.102 101l
3 Seil-starier Declisiveness
. 328 O
t Self -starter Decisiveness
. 307 SIS
5 Self-starter Flexibility
.251 . 085
6 Flexibility Attention to detall
. 289 L0438
Mean Self-starter Decisiveness
.301 .076
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j\f Tablce 16.  Behavior characteristics dimension,

A most. least important attributes, Regular Army recrulters
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Most
important

Self-starter
L 279

Filexibility
. 380

Self-starter
. 345

Attention to detai:
.569

Self-starter
. 353

Self -starter
L34

Commitment
.504

Flexibility
.332
Commltment

L2277

Attention to detail
158

Self-starter
.312
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Least
important

Decisiveness
NS

Declisiveness

. 060
Flexibilily

.03
Self-starter

.38
Attention to aetall

105

Declsiveness

085

Attention to detal:
. 105

Flexibility
. 098

Commitment
.04l

Altention to detaid
. 059

Decisiveness
.87




Table [7. Militarv backyground dimension,
most, ieast 1mportant attributes, Reserve recruiters

v :
e Lxpert Most Least
’;ﬂ important important
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: r::. - U P
' i YOS(R; % YOS{ A%
aj- .506 L20
s
.
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" .846 . 059
N
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S AT72 R
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‘,: Table 18. Military background dimension,
-:.:- most/ least 1tmportant attributes, Hegular Armv recruiters
J‘;.
::_ Expert Most Least
“" unportant tmportunt
S T
.
L '\' 7 Pavgrade YOS{R)Y%
' L4433 . 235
.,-:
EN 8 YOS(A)*x Paygrade
‘j,\ . 456 . 203
AN
" ,
- N Paygrade YOS{R)*
: .624 .078
1S
S
o L0 YOS (A) k% YOS R &
" A =
y e .566 .056
"
s Ll Paygrade YOS{Rt, ¥
9 525 163
:z
.,j iZ YOSt A ) kx YOS It &
-'_:_. oll 076
e
= L Paygrade YOSiR:x

—~
~
4

- .422 . 169
N 14 Paygrade YOS(R : ¥
- .562 065
N 15 YOS (A «x YOS Rk
ey .618 32
. it YOS (A ) Kk Puygrade

N . 440 L 22y
..\J
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% .498 L0411
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'-. ¥ Yoeuars ol Service, Heserve
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Table 1Y.
most, least

. Expert
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Demograpiie characteristics dimension,

tmportuant attributes, Heserve recruttors

Least
taportant

Most
Linpotrtant

AFQT
L3790

Collepe expericace

. 100

Family support
.509

AFQT

LBk

AFQT

7

4

AFQT
L4445

Colleye
.088

exper Lence

AFQT
D10

;\g()
.029
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Loy most, least important atlributces,
‘.~.~4
5 -f‘.d
M =
{
Lt Expert Most
e important
N e o e o
» -~ YA il
] 7 AFQT
v ) .439
\ .h-“
3 3 AFQT
¢ '"‘f‘ . 414
g
ol ) AFQT
LT
AN
¥ \. N . 12
VA Y AFQT
P L4506
S
o |
VI L Fami ly suppor!t
bl . 360
"
XN .
AN Ll Famioly support
ui- .36l
R
L Family support
. .492
4 1 AFQT
5 .54
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AFQT
. 432
AFQT
.707

AFQT
.508

Ly

WY,

Demograplic characteristics dimension,
Regular Army recrutters
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j:ﬁ most lenient, and a USAR Recruiter Instructor had the highest Standards index.
i:? The Standards indices for the individual dimensions varied widely, but those
!\ . experts whose Standards indices were high for the overall model tended to have
;\:n

‘DN higher indices than the other experts for the individual dimensions as well.

Lo

NS The experts’ Discrimination indices ranged from 18.1 to 103.8. Expert 1Z, a

>,

RA Instructor/Guidance counselor, had the highest Discrimination index. Expert

2

1, a USAR field recruiter, had the lowest.

NI
N
e .
o D. Composite Models
AN In order to obtain composite models, two different methodologies were used.
O
'a;a l. Models Based on Means
-~
. Two separate models were developed using mean values, one for Heserve
®
A0 recruitters {MAGR) and one for Active Duty (MRA, recruiters. To construct these
-
{?: models, all assessments from each expert were sorted by concept  and responac and
" the means of the responses were calculated. These mean values were then entered
']
g into the expert system program to create a composite expert. The overall model
K
:f: wis constructed by weighting the i1ndividual dJdimensions. It 18 not tiue simple
i

arithmit 1 mean of the component dimensions.

A

For both RA and USAR mean expert systems, the overall model Pidejity

o
o
'(::. Index was 97, and was at least 96 for the 1ndividual dimensions. Fhe Standar ds
CAE
A,
VAN Index for the overall model was 60 for the Reserves, with the individual
N . . . . -
Ny dimensions ranging from d4.3 to 67.5. The Active Duty Standards Index was 71 ton
l"‘.
ﬂ? the overall model, and ranged trom db.3 to 74 tor the individual Jdimensions
!
® Finally, the Discriminstion Index for the Reserves was 62 for the overnl! mode ],
N and varted from 53 to BB on the andividual  dimensions. The  Actave Duts
:} recrutters were  lesgs discrminatory with an itndex of 4] tor the overall moded,
‘\ and a range of 38 to 65 for the individual dimensions. Ag expected,  the use of
o
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rejects only four.

In contrast, MHA and PRA (lhe Aclive Duly composite models . are surprisingly

sumiiar. They both rank B and L first and second, respectively. Similarly, MRA

and PRA - reject applicants, U, ¥, G, K, N, and A in exactly the same order with

similar rvatings. PRA also rejects H, T, and D, however, while MRA selects them.
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Table 24. Expert systems evaluations of hypothetical
applicunts, Reserve recruilers
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Table 24. (Continued)

LN
X

_—

5 6 MAGH PAGH

t<
(9%
o—

Expert 1

>

. -
- A &L’R

Ranking

,-_-‘;,.m.
NN NHE. DA
N W A oA

F U G G U G
5 . 2 e 3. 4%

':.
=
-
=
=
o
=
=

18 43.3% 1.0x% 13.0% 26. 9% 18. 7% 20.6x% 1.0% Jl.0k

l‘ "
P

ot b

72
=
o
=
=
=4
Z
=
P

iJ 12.6% 1.0x 7.5k 15.5% 10.3% 165. 1% L.Ox Lo, 7+

)
P

S

——

2U 41.0 1.0% L.Ux 1.0x

Cn g .
l’.'.'.‘f' c"

L}

kit jected by expert system: score below 456,

L
x5'a

Frrsd
B558N,

.‘l

=
X HARAAN

" #1

1)
RN AR A A RN A ™ P AT O IS AN RR TN WAL MED ARDND r
et e e G T s o T, e e R I W e T et e e S s i it ey




oy
A
S5 ,‘::'- i

- S .
4 K
O P

v
v

AR

- 2 H00F

N

o'
LR

-
o
b D

i
LA

TR,
N
A2

<

4

v
Oy

l. ’Nl’

Py &
e,

]
J

'.i.l‘{('l.
GRS AN

OO

).‘\_,.

A

L AP
LSRRI
ALY

- B >
J 3 5554%@
WAy,

[y
]

t'"

Ly
PR R B

ShHS

s

A’t‘&’ d

XX

AT AT T
X L9, 9 0y O

Table 25.

hypothetical applicants,

Expert 7 8 Y 10 11 12 13 L
Chotice
B B L L B k B E
i 62.2 d49.5 535.6 55.0 74.3 60.0 74.3 60.0
E L 1 S L L L L
2 60.3 49.2 51.3 53.6 68.6 49.2 68.6 49.C2
M I B E M S M S
3 60.2 49.0 50.5 53.3 63.0 48.53 63.0 48.5
. E C [ J J J J
i 59.3 d48.6 47.0 53.3 80.5 48.5 60.5 48.5
1 S 0 0] [ C 1 .
3 38.4 48.1 46.3 953.2 0.0 8.3 60.0 1.3
0 P Sk I S ! )
; 58.3 7.9 .9 5301 5809 479 o890 T
1 M Ex M 0 V) 0] )
7 56.6 47.9 42.7 52.5 55.3 27.5 55.3 d47.5
C C Px « E Mx k. Mx
ot 54.7 47.8 41.3 52.4 5d.8 Al.8 546 il.H
S O D* P ¢ Hx ( B
s St ATLn .0 S5L. 54,30 g oo L0
H { i1¥ J I R & R
s el 17.0 39.43 9.8 53,4 0.5 5300 A0
J J M¥x H Y 1w \ 38
11 A7.4 dh0 38,00 8.0 d8.8 0 S48 i $4.4
v H Fx T H* Hx H* H¥x
[ ISR .7 b 500 ISR I | SO R P R
vk g RE I T+« "% [x [ )
! XSS RS C AT NN SUTINCANES 3¢ SNUCARNNDEAS IURS ST Y IUPGINOL DL
¥ {1 [ V& 1) [ & oo
Pt MUY ¥ SR S IS [ ST FOU STV (B )
hx v G4 { ¢ (B D L D
5 3505 5.0 3303 4.6 1008 2300 duLn .0
e
O '.:..;-;a.y.‘;:;-.:.;;.r.‘_ .-:..-;;;

Expert svstems evaluations of
Regular Army recrutlers

15

B
73.

~J
| SO o

7

oy
~1

£, o

0

.

M

ey

b

NP

"3,

f)

Th.

te

.

6

—

MRA

tits, 4

o




Table 25. Continued,
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V. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Past research

The literature review in Chapter II indicates that two categories ot factors
nave  peen  1dentified for their utility in predicting successful recruiter
pertformance. One grouping includes biographical anu personal history
characteri1stics (age, education, entrance test scores, gender, marital status,
ete.  which are avallable in standard military personnel files. The predictive
utility of these factors has been found to differ widely among studies as a
consequence of the specific predictors selected and the criterion predicted.

The second group of factors shown to be valuable in estimating recruiter
success 1s comprlsed of measures of personality and behavioral traits. Measur s
ot such characteristics as dominance, self-confidence, vocational interest an-
verbal ability are much more difficult to obtain. Likewise, this set of tactors
has yielded disappointing predictive results. Difficulty 1n conceptua....:x
predictor—criterion relationships and in devising objective criterion mens:: <
has limited the value of conventional approaches to the problem .t ;1.
recruiter success.

B. Expert Systems

This study applies a relatively new methodology, expert «i«.om-

recruiter selection problem. This technology, 4 broan oo
intelligence, has proved particularly useful i1n deniing w. -
incomplete knowledge and subjective Judgmen: The v

for this project is intended for moderate
problems. It allows efficient i1nteract. o
can be applied to the development ot moae .. * .

is described in detail 1n Chapter .
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The expert systems approach addresses a major shortcoming of traditional
analysis - the failure to specify the relative importance of recruiter
attributes. A weighting algorithm imbedded in the expert system shell produces a
multi-attribute wutility model from the expert’s evaluation of hypothetical
recruiter candidates.

A second important advantage of expert systems technology is the lack of
reliance on an objectively measured criterion for recruiter success. This
approach avoids the problem of poorly specified and measured performance criteria
which has limited the usefulness o° many previous efforts to model recruiting
success.

Expert systems were developed for 6 Active Guard and Reserve (AGR) Army
recruiters and for 10 Regular Army (RA) recruiters. In addition, overall models
were constructed for Reserve and Active recruiters as well as two composite
models. The validity of the systems was evaluated by the expert systems program
itself on the basis of three indices: fidelity, standards, and discrimination.
All the systems developed for recruiter experts showed high scores for these
tests. Twenty hypothetical recruiter applicants were screened by each of the
expert systems and a fairly consistent pattern of selection and rejection
emerged, with a few exceptions. Chapter IV described these results.

C. Profile of the Successful Recruiter

The characteristics of a successful recruiter may be inferred from the
weights assigned to individual attributes within the dimensions identified by the
expert systems. Recruiter attributes are grouped into six dimensions:
Communication Skills, Personality Characteristics, Behavior Characteristics,
Military Background, Demographic Characteristics, and Specific Experience. This

hierarchy of attributes is based on the findings of previous studies and also

85




3
Y]
%)
O
~al .
- upon the opinions of experts in the recruiting field. It includes both the
“i: biodemographic factors and the personality/behavior traits identified by earlier
(¢ researchers.
O
\i\ On the whole, Reserve recruiters judged Communication Skills, Demographic
A
S
1haty) Characteristics, and Personality Characteristics to be the most important
LA™
') . . L . . .
e dimensions for successful recruiting, while Active recruiters felt that
:j:j Communication Skills, Personality Characteristics, and Behavior Characteristics
Yy were most important.
<, Within the six dimensions, Reserve recrmiters judged Persuading to be the
ifﬁ‘ most important Communication Skill, Integrity to be the most important
e
N . .
n;\; Personality trait, Self-starter to be the most important Behavior Characteristic,
®
F7s Paygrade to be the most important aspect of Military Background, AFQT to be the
“~
P
jx{ leading Demographic Characteristic, and Sales Experience to be the most useful
-\:-
”QJ type of Specific Experience.
i
R Active recruiters made generally similar judgments as to the roles of
»::f attributes in the dimensional hierarchy: Persuading, Integrity,Self-starter, and
Y
fu".- - . . . - . . 1]
o AFQT were all considered most important within their respective dimensions, while
MG Years of Service (Active Duty) and Public Speaking Experience had the strongest
I‘:J
?;:: support within the Military Background and Specific Experience categories.
1 S
A .
N Reserve recruiter - experts, then, see a potentially successful candidate as
@
fyﬁﬁ an individual who is intelligent, persuasive, self-motivated, high-ranking four
"-'_"
6?; his or her length-of-service, and who has some sales experience. Active
e,
® recruiters have a similar ideal candidate who possesses public speaking
‘il « - - .
j#; experience rather than sales experience and has many years of service (Active
J'_l
\-
::; Duty) rather than high rank, but with otherwise identical characteristics.
i'\-f
e e .
‘. However, these profiles are far too limiting in that the expert systems models
N
\:_'
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give a role to every attribute in the hierarchy and develop an internally

consistent selection tool reflecting all of the characteristics.
D. Measurement of Personality/Behavior Attributes

A major impediment to the implementation of expert systems methods for
recruiter selection 1is the lack of individual data on personality and behavioral
characteristics. There are a number of instruments which are designed to measure
such traits and which would be accommodated readily into the recruiter screening
process. Several of these widely used instruments are described below.

a. Myers—-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI)

The MBTI test measures of four dichotomous indices of personality type:
Extraversion—-Introversion (EI), whether perception and judgment are directed
toward the environment or the world of ideas; Sensation—-Intuition (SN},
indicating dominant perceptual style; Thinking-Feeling (TF), which one of these
two modes of judgment is relied upon; and Judgment-Perception (JP), indicating
which of these is relied upon in dealing with the environment. The test consists
of 166 forced-choice (usually two) items. Fifty-two items are word pairs in
which respondents indicate a preference. Some of the pairs are theory-certainty,
build-invent, casual-correct, who-what, sign—symbol or similar to the following:

Do you:

(1) prefer to do things at the last minute

(2) find it hard on your nerves
The test is self-administering and has no time limit, but usually takes about 50
minutes to complete. The MBTI is easy to administer and score, and the types do
have the virtue of being mutually independent. A draw-back is that it measures a
only two of the attributes identified (extrovert and self-image) [Ref. 18; pp.

186-189].
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b. California Psychological Inventory (CPI)

The CPI groups eighteen variables under four classifications: Class I

‘.f',.l' -‘_n'. e

measures poise, ascendancy, and self-assurance; Class II measures socialization,

oy —~

F 3

:_ maturity, and responsibility; Class III measures achievement, potential and
o
:f intellectual efficiency; and Class IV measures personal orientation and attitudes
' toward life. This single test measures most of the attributes identified in the
’, =
:- expert system approach to profiling the successful recruiter. It includes
< measures of self-starter, extroverted, people-oriented, self-image, flexibility,
i commitment, and indirectly, integrity. Integrity could be measured using the
.\'_'.-
~ variables, responsibility and socialization. They are defined by the CPI as
;b follows:
R
,ﬂ {1) responsibility--indicating seriousness of thought and manner,
~ conscientiousness, dependability and uprightness; being the kind
- of person that others tend to trust and to rely upon.
(2) socialization—~indicating a strong sense of probity and propriety;
‘ acceptance of rules, proper authority, and custom; a person who
seldom if ever gets into trouble.
f% The CPI is essentially self-administering and consists of 480
;“ statements. The 18 scales are normative and are based on over 6,000 males and
O 7,000 females. The raw scores are converted to profiles which provide graphic
lt: representations of standard scores.
!
- Convincing evidence exists to validate each of the 18 scales. Even
®
» attributes such as self-acceptance revealed significant differentiation between
%_ high school students rated as high and low on self-acceptance by staff assess-
- ment ratings [Ref. 18; pp. 37-40].
9
" c. The 16 PF
: The 16 PF is a personality test designed to measure an individual'’s
[
personality in terms of sixteen basic factors. It was used successfully in a
{ L4
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predictor battery for a Marine Corps Study conducted by Larriva [Ref. 15].
Several of the factors measured by the 16 PF have been associated with recruiter
success. These include dominance, aggressiveness, self-confidence, and
spontaneity.

E. Testing the model

The expert systems approach is very flexible. An appropriate expert system
may be developed and tested based on any criteria set forth by the Recruiting
Command. The nature and structure of the hierarchy of attributes within
dimensions can be modified easily. An expert or a set of experts could be
selected and the program used to extract the knowledge necessary for wuse in
building a system to narrow a field of potential recruiters.

Initial testing might involve applying the model to recruiter trainees at
entry to recruiter training school and then tracking the performance of these
students. The model could be refined and modified on the basis of such tests.
Finally, the model would then be useful as a decision support element at the
selection board level or at the Recruiting Command level. Modification of the
dimensional hierarchy or the expansion of the knowledge base through the
inclusion of alternative or additional experts are both easily accomplished with
the expert system shell.

F. Work remaining

The application of expert systems technology to problems of personnel
selection 1is in the very early stages of development. The artificial
intelligence field itself is rapidly advancing and promises to provide solutions
to many difficult questions. Currently, however, there are severe limitations to
the usefulness of these methods in solving so complex a problem as recruiter

selection. The model developed here does succeed, to a great extent, in
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assigning weights to personal attributes in an objective manner within the
context of an unspecified criterion for recruiter success. It does not, however,
simulate the intricate processes of human reasoning which are involved in the
selection of essential personnel by a large organization.

The work presented here is preliminary and cannot advance without the
development of expert systems techniques to accommodate the complex nature of
such decisions. Expert systems is, however, a very promising tool, and even at
this early point of development, it can provide assistance in structuring the
difficult recruiter selection decision.

There are several areas for future work. One is the construction of expert
systems shells which better suit the specific decision problem and a tailoring of
the knowledge acquisition aspect of the programs to suit the recruiter experts.
A second area for further work is the measurement of personality and behavior
traits for recruiter candidates so that these values can be used 1in testing
expert systems models. A third task is the continuation of research into the
characteristics associated with recruiter success. The hierarchies which provide
the basic structure for the expert systems model must come from knowledge of the

dynamics of the recruiting process.
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~ APPENDIX A
[},
o~
:0 The Expert Systems: Profiles of ‘the Successful Récruiter By Expert
{
o Expert #1

i Communication Skills Demographic Characteristics
-, 30.49 32.09

\
NG Public Speaking Age 19.17
\ Skills 28.19

> Family Support 33.82
s Writing Skills 6.25
. AFQT 37.01

Listening Skills 25.03

o College Experience 10.00
oy Informing 29.13

,\v/‘

\v"

7 Persuading 11.39

f Military Background Personality Characteristics
_j 6.93 19.01

.'_',,:

] Paygrade 23.72 Self-Image 21.38
" Years of Svc. Integrity 29.43
- (Act.) 23.72

o Extroverted 17.27
. Years of Svc.

; (Res.) 52.55 Sense of Humor 16.36

N People-Oriented 5.56
-

4"
.7« Behavior Characteristics Specific Experience

f 4.95 6.53

!_ Self-<tarter 19.50 Sales Experience 45.18
- :

o Commitment 17.45 Public Speaking Exp. 30.90
“

" Flexibility 5.13 Counselling Exp. 23.92
@.

w Attention to

- Detail 43.33

i: Decisiveness 14.58

>
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Profile of the Successful Recruiter

Expert #2.

Communication Skills Demographic Characteristics
29.90 17.63
Publlic Speaking Age 5.24
Skills 8.34
Family Support 50.39
Writing Skills 2.84
AFQT 38.22
Listening Skills 35.34
College Experience 5.65
Informing 25.84
Persuading 27.64
Military Background Personality Characteristics
4.52 12.32
Paygrade 84.57 Self-Image 17.35
Years of Svc. Integrity 60.84
(Act.) 5.86
Extroverted 2.90
Years of Svc.
(Res.) 9.57 Sense of Humor 10.66
People-Oriented 7.65
Behavior Characteristics Sspecific Experience
12.27 22.87
Self-Starter 21.82 Sales Experience 37.65
Commitment 40.21 Public Speaking Exp. 5.44
Flexibility 16.49 Counselling Exp. 56.31
Attention to
Detail 11.43
Decisiveness 10.06
95
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Profile of the Successful Recruiter

Expert #3.

Communication Skills
24.52

Public Speaking

Skills 3.93

Writing Skills 4.09

Listening Skills 23.58

Informing 26.74

Persuading 35.66

Military Background

6.71
Paygrade 33.32

Years of Svc.
(Act.) 33.33

Years of Svc.
(Res.) 33.33

Behavior Characteristics

12.69
Self-Starter ©32.82
Commitment 12.27
Flexibility 20.76
Attention to

Detail 30.01
Decisiveness 4.14

Demographic Characteristics

19.09

Age 2.70
Family Support 27.32
AFQT 62.61
College Experience 7.36

Personality Characteristics

1875

Self-Iﬁage 24.16
Integrity 44.91
Extroverted 14.20
Sense of Humor 5.43
People-Oriented 11.30

Specific Experience
18.23

Sales Experience 33.33

Public Speaking Exp. 33.33

Counselling Exp. 33.33
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Profile of the Successful Recruiter

Expert #4.

Communication Skills
26.68

Public Speaking

Skills 10.26

Writing Skills 8.78

Listenins Skills 13,21

Informing 21.08

Persuading 46 .67

Military Background
51.73

rdygrade 38.70

Years of Svc.
(Act.) 14.08

Years of Svc.
({Res.) 47.22

Behavior Characteristics

8.62
Self-Starter 30.67
Commitment 13.89
Flexibility 28.54
Attention to

Detail 15.41
Decisiveness 11.48

Demographic Characteristics

5.18
Age 13.08
Family Support 22.69
AFQT 38.33
College Experience 25.90

Personality Characteristics

2.30
Self-Iﬁage 14.48
Integrity 43.22
Extroverted 6.07
Sensc of Humor 16.19
People-Oriented 20.03
Specific Experience

5.49
Sales Experience 58.17

Public Speaking Exp. 20.99

Counselling Exp. 20.84
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ﬁ% Profile of the Successful Recruiter
‘-'.'-
" Expert #5.
ASAN
;ﬁi: Communication Skills Demographic Characteristics
R 14.01 33.78
TSN
N Public Speaking Age 4.75
\ Skills 17.82
S Family Support 33.33
AL wWriting Skills 5.12
o AFQT 38.08
NN Listening Skills 44.44
AN College Experience 23.83
Informing 25.86
Persuading 7.57
Military Background Personality Characteristics
14.71 18.76
Paygrade 46.63 Self-Image 14.01
Years of Svc. Integrity 50.69
(Act.) 23.96
Extroverted 1l6.43
Years of Svc.
(Res.) 29.41 Sense of Humor 1.99
People-Oriented 16.88
Behavior Characteristics Specific Experience
9.57 9.13
Self-Starter 25.09 Sales Experience 14.41
Commitment 23.92 Public Speaking Exp. 35.01
Flexibility 8.52 Counselling Exp. 50.58
Attention to
Detail 18.04
Decisiveness 24.43
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Profile of the Successful Recruiter

Expert #6.

Communication Skills
27.69

Public Speaking
Skills 1.

[<)]
S

wWriting sSkills 8

(o8
w

Listening Skills 32.237
Informing 17.96
-
N Persuading 39.71
Militarv Background
7.60
o)
X Paygrade 56.07
Years of Svc.
(Act.) 26.09
Years of Svc.
(Res.) 17.84

Behavior Characteristics

4
e 22.79
J ee. /3
Iy
e Self-Starter 28.39
. Commitment 16.34
' Y
Flexibility 28.85

Attention to
Detail 9.28

Decisiveness

Demographic Characteristics

9.62
Age 10.93
Family Support 34.70
AFQT 44.51
College Experience 9.390

ey

Personality Characteristics

26.930
Self—I&age 17.42
Integrity 35.81
Extroverted 3.40
Sense of Humor 10.25
People-Oriented 27.13
Specific Experience

5.40
Sales Experience 42.18

Public Speaking Exp. 28.45

Counselling Exp. 29.38
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> Profile of the Successful Recruiter
>
( Expert MAGR
o
S Communication Skills Demographic Characteristics
P 27.71 17.33
Public Speaking Age 2.90
\ Skills 8.16
O Family Support 34.25
M Writing Skills 4.14
1 AFQT 50.97
(]

Listening Skills 30.50

College Experience 11.88

. Informing 25.90
ﬂs Persuading 31.29
¥
0.
k! Military Background Personality Characteristics
I 14.66 16.73
o] .
2 Paygrade 59.52 Self-Image 17.04
.
3 Years of Svc. Integrity 53.95
‘ (Act.) 9.67
o Extroverted 11.57
b Years of Svc.
[ (Res.) 30.81 Sense of Humor 1.37
o
‘e People-QOriented 10.07
‘; Behavior Characteristics Specific Experience
05 13.63 9.94
A
" Self-starter 30.06 Sales Experience 45.15
§ Commitment 27.01 Public Speaking Exp. 22.82
> Flexibility 23.01 Counselling Exp. 32.03
-9 Attention to
L | Detail 12.04
.
N Decisiveness 7.61
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$f. Profile of the Successful Recruiter
Pele
' Expert #7.
f:i Communciation Skills Demographic Characteristics
pon 28.28 9.77
AN - -
=;“ Public Speaking Age 3.78
) Skills 18.34
e Family Support 33.82
e Writing Skills 10.57
.;.QJ’ AFQT 43.87
Qﬂq Listening Skills 23.66
0y College Experience 18.54
Informing 14.12

L) .
A Persuading 33.31
e

o Military Background Personality Characteristics
® 13.70 24.99

5y Paygrade 44.32 Self-Image 29.50
'fi Years of Svc. Integrity 41.66
" (Act.) 32.15
. Extroverted 17.53
y - Years of Svc.
R {Res.) 23.52 Sense of Humor 4.46
(o
&
hw People-Oriented 6.85
D
:jx Behavior Characteristics Specific Experience
s 17.12 6.13
_:'v,
'*ﬁ Self-Starter 27.94 Sales Experience 20.04
!;q Commitment 19.23 Public Speaking Exp. 15.27
AN
o
3& Flexibility 15.938 Counselling Exp. 64.69
i
ﬂ\ Attention to
.. Detail 24.94
:ff Decisiveness 11.90
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Profile of the

Successful Recruiter

Expert #8.

Communication Skills
43.65

Public Speaking

Skills 20.13

Writing Skills 10.45

Listening Skills 29.27

Informing 31.91

Persuading 8.25

Military Background

3.53
Paygrade 20.33

Years of Svc.
(Act.) 45.58

Years of Svc.
(Res.) 34.10

Behavior Characteristics

10.60
Self-Starter 9.44
Commitment 35.56
Flexibility 37.95
Attention to

Detail 11.02
Decisiveness 6.03
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Demographic Characteristics

4.75
Age
Family Support
AFQT

College Experience

Personality Characteristics

25.65
Self-Image 6.58
Integrity 35.18
Extroverted 12.21
Sense of Humor 11.59
People-Oriented 34.45
Specific Experience
11.81
Sales Experience 22.27
Public Speaking Exp. 45.32
Counselling Exp. 32.41
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Extroverted
Sense of Humer

Feople-Oriented

Saies Experience
Public Speaking Exp.

Counselling Exp.
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jelf-Starter
Commitment
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Attention to
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Flexibility
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Extroverted
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Public Speaking Exp.
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Military Background
3.13
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Y=a of
{act.)

Years of
(Res.)

Behavior Charicteristics
11.32

Self-Starter 54.12

Commitment 12.35

Flexitility 9.12

Attention to
Detail

D=cisiveness
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Pemcqgraphic Characteristics
8.74
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TxXperience

Personality Characteristics
8.04

Self-Image
Integrity
Extroverted
Sense of Humor
People-Oriented

Specific Experience
17.45

Sales Experlience
Publiz Speaking Exp.

Counselling Exp.
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NN APPENDIX B

The Expert Systews: Indices,
( Variance, and Mean Squared Error

Expert #1l.

'S Fidelity Standards Discrim. Variance Mean-
: Index Index Index Explained Sq.Exr

Overall

o Profile 90.3 65.5 18.1 81.54 1.95
N Comm.

i Skills 83.2 66.5 41.8 77.86 4.92

Demogq.
Charac. 97.8 72.7 23.7 95.82 1.21

Military
Backg. 89.6 72.7 22.5 80.37

[N ]

.50

.- Person.
o Charac. 87.1 74.0 25.2 75.96 3.10

: Behavior
¢ Charac. 81.7 73.0 20.9 66.79 3.01

-7 Specific
e Exp. 77.8 70.3 13.9 60.65 2.18

,""}' g L ’;‘."' g

[ Py
S
Ve Ns

% B
Xy Ay by
AL DI RO O

560
4

‘v
eVat,
¢

np” ’, AR [ AL »n " “’ A A A J‘ ", \' A R A T e P . .
Ju%awumu” ..w ’&ﬁh“ o WY oo

(3 MM M) Ui A 0 A M AL G 9N 478 o8



fv

':L al

3

"o The Expert Systems:

A Indices, Varlance, and Mean-Squared Error
i Expert #2.

. .
,§§ Fidelity  Standards Discrim. Variance Mean-
2N Index Index Index Explained Sqg.Err
¥ “.:_"\
o Overall

v Profile 86.1 80.0 78.6 74.18 9.98
. L]
o Comm.

G Skills 88.2 56.0 96.0 77.89 11.67
o

o Demog.

Charac. 97.5 50.0 79.4 95.16 4.37

8 -l':
1;? Military
U Backg. 97.7 34.4 111.9 95.53 5.87
o
‘Dl Person.

o Charac. 92.0 78.3 99.8 84.71 9.75
:?f Behavior

T Charac. 82.0 67.5 102.7 84.65 10.06
.
aioas Specific
- Exp. 96.1 33.8 70.4 92.39 4,85
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Indices,
Expert #3.
Fidelity
Index
Overall
Profile 89.4
Comm.
Skills 94.5
Demog.
Charac. 95.0
Military
Backg. 91.1
Person.
Thacac. 95.4
Behavior
Charac. 93.9
Specific
Exp. 89.4

The Expert Systems:
variance,

and Mean-Squared Error

Standards Discrim. Variance Mean-
Index Index Explained Sq.Err
99.3 55.9 80.03 6.25
43.5 82.0 89.43 6.66
49.2 92.1 90.40 7.13
59.4 31.2 83.08 3.21
67.0 85.2 91.18 6.33
65.0 53.7 88.18 4.61
56.3 17.3 80.00 1.94
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The Expert Systems:
Indices, Variance, and Mean-Squared Error

Expert #4.

Fidelity Standards Discrim. Variance Mean-
Index Index Index Explained Sg.Err

Overall
Profile 92.8 59.2 79.2 86.19 7.36

Comm.
Skills 90.1 49.0 88.0 81.35 9.50

Demog.
Charac. 75.4 48.6 70.3 56.86 11.54

Military
Backg. 87.0 28.1 69.1 75.81 8.50

Person.
Charac. 85.7 80.0 86.9 73.60 11.16

Behavior
Charac. 89.5 59.0 50.4 80.20 5.61

8pecific
Exp. 96.6 37.8 61.8 93.48 3.95
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Indices,
Expert #5.
Fidelity
Index
Overall
Profile 94.5
Comm.
Skills 33.4
Demog.
Charac. 93.6
Military
Backg. 96.7
Person.
Charac. 94.3
Behavior
Charac. 96.9
Specific
Exp. 96.5

. P

™ N N

NP v

80.

66.

50.

50.

79.

64.

52.

A L.l

The Expert Systems:
Variance, and Mean-squared Error

Standards
Index

0

NN LN ST LS L
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-, -
~_1- [

ol

Discrim. Variance Mean-
Explained Sg.Erx

89.39 3.88

87.26 6.53

87.70 6.20

93.64 4.18

88.97 6.26

93.95 3.72

93.19 3.67
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The Expert Systems:
Indices, Variance, and Mean-Squared Error
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Expert #6.

—
>» o )‘.}9.

Fidelity Standards Discrim. Variance Mean-
Index Index Index Explained Sg.Err

s/
& & A

. &4
Vi
‘J'J

Overall
Profile 87.9 58.0 62.2 96.02 3.10

-
»

NN

Comm.
Skills 96.0 42.4 76.5 92.17 5.35

Demog.
Charac. 96.4 51.6 64.4 93.00 4.26

Military
Backg. 89.2 40.6 61.4 79.74 6.92
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Person.
Charac. 35.6 57.0 58.5 91.50 4.27

SANG
f.q

P,

Behavior
Charac. 96.9 60.5 55.6 93.91 3.43

5, 1y 4, 4
L4

Specific
Exp. 93.5 29.7 62.4 87.51 5.51
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The Expert Systems:
Indices, Variance, and Mean-Squared Error

8%
2

{ Expert #7.

L Fidelity Standards Discrim. Variance Mean-
Index Index Index Explained Sq.Err

b 4

Overall
Profile 95.9% 51.4 43.7 92.08 3.08

A R

'S .

Comm.
Skills 87.5 42.6 68.8 76.73 8.29

A
i

y

Demog.
Charac. 93.6 45.0 59.5 87.77 5.20

.
St
% Yo %
]

Military
Backg. 86.6 35.6 55.9 75.04 6.99

]

L
ey

Person.
Charac. 950.8 56.9 57.6 82.48 6.03

vi'@

Behavior
Charac. 92.8 55.0 39.7 86.214 3.68
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8pecific
Exp. 93.4 48.9 23.7 87.39 2.10
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The Expert Systems:
Indices, Variance, and Mean-Squared Error
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Expert #8.

Fidelity Standards Discrim. Variance Mean-
Index Index Index Explained Sq.Err

NN

Ill-’

Overall
Profile 91.2 77.0 83.8 83.27 8.57

A

N Comm.
N Skills 87.17 45.0 74.2 76.93 8.91

o Demog.
Charac. 93.6 42.2 57.8 87.63 5.09

5

"

‘l
L

Military
Backg. 91.5 35.9 52.9 83.85 5.31

R R
e
cLn s

Person.
Charac. 78.3 67.0 81.4 61.33 12.65

e

L REPUNS )|
EAAT Y }
e, l' l' 1 A .

- Behavior
20 Charac. 82.4 81.6 92.4 67.90 13.09

‘ Specific
N Exp. 92.2 67.2 56.1 85.01 5.43
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4
r Expert #9.
sxﬂ Fidelity Standards Discrim. Variance Mean-
" Index Index Index Explained Sq.Err
o Overall
V) Profile 83.3 62.0 69.9 69.43 9.66
-.’-
s Comm.
f:»_. Skills 88.0 58.0 86.0 77.52 10.19
\:_-
e Demog.
. Charac. 78.1 53.1 102.8 61.04 16.05
e
; Military
:¢' Backg. 90.4 35.9 94.8 81.86 10.10
X
“ﬂ\ Person.
9 Charac. 75.4 63.0 92.7 56.90 15.21
N »
h C
b Behavior
) Charac. 83.3 71.1 93.4 69.47 12.10
J'\n'
‘e
B Specific
pry Exp. 92.7 29.8 84.9 86.07 7.92
2
.::::
2
‘\.::
A
NN."
v \..
AW
et
®
*
"I,,
’
7
%
A
o
~
D ::
!
\";\
o~ 120
T
’\
15N
o
“\J
:§i

N A A R R~ k- . R P T P A R P T T T A TP, U
D A N (e 0 e S o A R S

[ 4




e M Sas am St A Sl Sad ‘gl el TS 'Bad YA A S SR e ue A Sl Rl safanit sal i sral sal Aol Safs Sl Sk Snk Snlh "Y‘i“r‘l"'i‘-'T
X
\:_
@
;f The Expert Systems:
- Indices, Variance, and Mean-Squared Error
( Expert #10.
“al -
4 Fidelity Standards Discrim. Variance Mean-
13 Index Index Index Explained Sqg.Err
{% Overall
\ Profile 95.4 61.0 89.1 91.13 6.63
e Comm.
S Skills 94.6 64.0 79.9 89.49 6.47
A
Demog.
Charac. 96.5 54.7 66.7 93.16 4.36
S
o Military
~:3 Backg. 91.0 52.3 68.6 82.96 7.08
oy
Py Person.
et Charac. 94.1 79.1 100.8 88.61 8.50
' Behavior
Charac. 96.0 66.5 84.4 92.22 5.89
%.' Specific
. Exp. 96.5 48.4 71.0 33.28 4.60
o
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Expert #11.

Overall
Profile

Comn.
Skills

Demog.
Charac.

Military
Backg.

Person.
Charac.

Behavior
Charac.

Specific
Exp.

Indices,

Fidelity
Index

86.

81l.

95.

85.

95.

S7.

Standards
Index

70.0

38.3

32.8

48.4

87.1

63.0

31.3

The Expert Systems:
variance, and Mean-Squared Error

Discrim. Variance Mean-
Index Explained Sqg.Err
76.0 75.34 9.44

124.2 66.88 17.87
74.5 91.82 5.33
78.1 32.76 5.25
95.0 72.40 12.47
79.3 30.57 6.09
85.4 94.25 5.12
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Expert #12.

Fidelity
Index

Overall
Profile 95.0
Comm.
Skills 96.6
Demog.
Charac. 92.7
Military
Backg. 98.6
Person.
Charac. 98.0
Behavior
Charac. 96.0
Specific
Exp. 94.3

The Expert Systems:
Indices, Variance, and Mean-Squared Error

........

Standards Discrim. Variance Mean-
Index Index Explained Sq.Err
17.8 103.8 90.38 8.05

6.9 90.3 93.37 5.81
5.5 58.9 86.00 5.51
28.0 70.5 97.32 2.89
30.9 121.9 96.13 6.00
20.1 101.4 92.34 7.02
11.9 74.3 88.99 6.16
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The Expert Systems:
Indices, Variance, and Mean-Squared Error

5
"

LR

Expert #13.

L

a4

Fidelity Standards Discrim. Variance Mean-
Index Index Index Explained Sqg.Err

Overall
Prafile 96.0 55.5 62.2 92.16 4,36

-
-

SASLRANSY  oh

Comm.
Skills 36.7 64.0 62.1 93.59 3.93

Demog.

Charac. 98.2 62.5 46 .9 96.48 2.20
jj; Military

e Backg. 89 .4 57.8 46.3 80.00 5.18

Persnn.
Charac. 37.3 73.5 66.0 94.83 3.75

" Behavior
. Charac. 95.9 68.0 62.0 2.11 4.41

. Specific
{ Exp. 95.2 49.2 53.1 9u.78 4.03

SN

[

oy P
.
ot @ R
3 _a_n¥ .
e
. 8

." [
"-"l&l

x
| 4 .
w5,

X ¢.'

o
Y 0
e

.I"I.‘t".f

2 X2 .Jd'
T e Vo

-
X
A8 8

5
2

Y

¥

N @
.

Sa

4

- o~
L I T U ST U P U A SRR S )

[P N T U L T ST - g - - L T LIS T I P R IS T U A AR I R ‘.-‘,"}"-"Ff
B e e e N s T e L T O P e =M":f G O A I N R O AN
R Ve Tt G T A A e T R !



AR AR A et el el et ARl o all A S Al A S A B B b el fad Soh hd A inh A ARAA Al B AN A%e A0 AR sak el Gl ok S8 B8 0.8 e o & aFd ATR o3a TR TRVREFY

The Expert Systems:
Indices, Variance, and Mean-Squared Error

Expert #14.

- Fidelity Standards Discrim. Variance Mean-
o Index Index Index Explained Sg.Err
" Overall
Profile 88.7 84.7 82.3 78.82 3.50
f Comm.
o Skills 85.9 92.7 64.5 73.85 8.39
Demogq.
Charac. 86.0 82.0 114.8 92.29 8.02
- Military
v Backg. 69.1 41.6 49.5 47.83 8.94
Persaon.
Charac. 85.6 100.3 85.0 73.41 11.16
- Behavior
L. Charac. 79.6 109.7 67.2 63.45 10.20
Specific
Exp. 86.2 31.3 62.14 74.36 7.91
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The Expert Systems:
Indices, Variance, and Mean-Squared Error

{ Expert #15.
q

~ Fidelity Standards Discrim. Variance Mean-
- Index Index Index Explained Sq.Err

Overall
Profile 94.1 62.0 88.1 88.62 7.95

N Comm.
Skills 90.7 60.6 80.7 82.32 8.48

Demog.
Charac. 93.4 76.6 59.5 87.30 5.29

N Military
A Backg. 97.5 69.5 83.7 95.14 5.28

°® Person.
s Charac. 93.0 69.3 78.7 86.66 7.25

Behavior
N Charac. 92.9 58.5 61.1 86.44 5.63

H 8pecific
o Exp. 93.4 68.8 67.8 87.28 6.05
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S The Expert Systems:

AN Indices, Variance, and Mean-Squared Error
() Expert #16.

>, .

e Fidelity Standards Discrim. Variance Mean-

Index Index Index Explained Sqg.Brr

. Overall

) Profile 92.¢ 60.7 92.4 85.83 8.65
%Z Comm.

b S8kills 90.2 71.8 76.3 81.38 8.21

Demog.
Charac. 97.1 59.7 100.2 94.21 6.08

o™

N Military

- Backg. 92.4 78.1 64.3 85.44 6.14
>

‘ Person.

b4 Charac. 93.5 47.4 98.8 87.59 8.70
i:\ .

N Behavior

- Charac. 92.3 57.4 84.3 £€5.33 7.89
(’ 8pecific

\ Exp. 95.1 39.8 74.1 90.47 5.72
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- The Expert Systems:
v Indices, Variance, and Mean-Squared Error

\ Expert (MR

fﬁ; Fidelity Standards Discrim. Variance Mean-
55 Index Index Index Explained Sq.Err
W,

Overall
Profile 37.3 73.5 40.9 94,78 2.78

SN _ Comm.
O Skills 58.2 53.5 64.8 96.55 2.82

Demog.
Charac. 96 .6 53.4 58.3 53.47 3.73

- Military
o Backg. 96.7 46.14 45.7 93.61 2.89

Person.
Fr Charac. 96.

[39]

74.0 60.9 92.62 4.14

O Behavior
SHAS Charac. 97.5 46.3 48.4 95.21 2.65

1 Specific
P~ Exp. 96.7 46.3 38.3 93.70 2.40
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Expert MRA

Fidelity

Index
Overall
Profile 97.0
Comm.
Skills 96.5
Demog.
Charac. 98.0
Military
Backg. 96.9
Person.
Charac. 97.1
Behavior
Charac. 96.4
Specific
Exp. 87.9

Standards

The Expert Systems:
Indices, Variance, and Mean-Squared Error

J‘s‘ \"‘-"\"\" 7 "‘ - ". " e ‘-,,- O LR S S
\ 'y . " )

Discrim. Variance
Index Explained
62.1 94.17
68.1 93.21
60.6 96.07
53.0 94.01
66.8 94.35
53.4 92.97
51.8 85.97
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@ APPENDIX C
\' Attribute Ratings of Hypothetical Recruiter Applicants
=
'~‘1 Applicant A B C D E F G H I J
NN Attribute
b
g Public speaking 1 9 5 2 7 2 3 4 6 8
\'_‘
*‘ Writing 1 9 5 8 3 6 7 4 2 3
- Listening 1 9 5 3 8 y 2 Y 6 2
e
.
R Informing 1 9 5 4 5 3 6 4 7 8
-
?n
e Persuading 1 9 5 4 6 3 2 4 8 7
2 Age 1 9 5 7 5 5 6 5 8 6
;Mi Family support 1 9 5 2 6 3 8 4 7 2
N
= AFQT 1 9 5 5 5 8 7 5 6 5
, College exp. 1 9 5 9 2 6 3 y 7 2
\_\.
3 Paygrade 1 9 5 7 5 6 8 5 9 6
ey
4 YOS (A) 1 9 5 y 3 2 6 y 1 3
[
o Y0S (R) 19 5 4 2 6 1 & 3 oy
- Self-image 1 9 5 8 6 2 4 4 7 3
) Integrity 1 9 5 4 7 3 2 4 6 s
o Extroverted 1 9 5 8 5 y 3 y 2 6
i\s Sense of humor 1 9 5 2 1 8 6 y 3 7
W
i.. People-oriented 1 9 5 8 5 3 2 4 6 7
s
{
Lo Self-starter 1 9 5 7 6 2 8 4 3 5
4
; Jj Commi tment 1 9 5 1 ¥ 3 2 4% 6 7
NG
9. Flexibility 1 9 5 4 2 6 7 4 8 3
o
.:-5_‘ Attention to
' Detail 1 9 5 4 2 7 3 Y 6 8
]
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y Appendix C, continued

-‘
;: Applicant A B C D E F G H I J
fé Attribute
S Decisiveness 1 9 5 8 2 6 3 4 7 5
< Sales exp. 1 9 5 4 6 2 3 4 7 2
: Public speak-
N ing exp. 1 9 5 2 1 3 y y 8 2
‘E Counselling exp. 1 9 5 8 1 4 6 y 2 9
L
: Applicant K L M N o} P S T U v
;i Attribute
; Public speaking 2 1 1 8 6 9 3 5 4 2
Writing 2 7 1 8 L 3 7 2 9 9
;' Listening 2 7 8 1 6 2 9 b 3 2
Informing 2 7 8 1 y b 5 5 2 9
Persuading 2 7 8 1 6 9 i 7 3 2
Age 5 7 5 5 6 7 8 9 5 9
- Family support 2 7 8 1 4 5 8 3 2 2
AFQT 5 7 8 1 6 8 6 5 T 9
: College exp. 2 7 1 8 y 2 3 5 1 2
é Paygrade 5 7 8 5 6 6 8 7 9 9
: Y0S (A) 2 7 8 1 4 3 9 5 6§ 2
i YOS (R) 2 7 1 8 6 8 1 2 4 9
é Self-image 2 7 1 8 4 9 5 5 3 2
'S Integrity 2 7 8 1 6 5 9 2 2 9
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A Appendix C, concluded
P Applicant K L M N 0 P S T U v
L)
( Attribute
‘
2 Extroverted 2 7 8 1 y 9 L y 6 2
g
128
| :j Sense of humor 2 7 1 8 6 4 2 8 3 9
b
| People~-oriented 2 7 8 1 y 5 6 3 7 2
e
~ Self-starter 2 7 8 1 6 6 8 7 2 9
e
“-; Commitment 2 7 8 1 4 3 9 2 6 2
Flexibility 2 7 1 8 6 2 5 3 4 9
-.~
o Attention to
’ Detail 2 7 1 8 it 5 6 9 2 2
V.
‘ Decisiveness 2 7 1 8 6 8 3 7 3 9
; Sales exp. 2 7 8 1 y 9 1 8 2 2
"
o
:j Public speaking
o exp. 2 7 1 8 6 9 3 7 1 9
[4
- A Counselling exp. 2 7 1 8 4 1 9 2 2 2
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Appendix D

Evaluations of Hypothetical Recruiter Applicants
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